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1.1

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section B.8.1 of Part 2A List of Committee Powers and Section C.3.1f of Part
2C Planning Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as there have been
valid objections from six or more individuals or bodies with separate postal
addresses or premises.

1.2

This application was deferred at the last meeting of the Garioch Area
Committee on 5 October 2021 for a site visit, which took place on 2 November
for the purposes of allowing members to see:
•
•
•
•

The relationship between the phases of development
Any road safety concerns
The use of homezones
Any potential impact on protected characteristics

1.3

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and their comments are
incorporated within the report and are satisfied that the report complies with
the Scheme of Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

This application seeks full planning permission for the erection of 49
dwellinghouses upon a site to the immediate east of the existing built-up area
of Sauchen, found 5.3km to the south west of Kemnay. The application site
measures approximately 3.97ha and acts as the third and final phase of a
wider modern housing development, consisting of a first phase of 23
dwellinghouses (APP/2012/4176) and a second phase of 27 dwellinghouses
(APP/2019/2302). The Cluny Burn bounds the site to the east, whilst existing
properties on Main Street bound the site to the south west. Further open land
is found to the south beyond an existing farm track which provides access for
properties also found to the immediate south of the site (Mill of Sauchen and
Quarry View).

2.2

The proposed application site is found within an area included as part of an
approved masterplan for new housing within Sauchen and was agreed by
Garioch Area Committee on 9 October 2012.

2.3

The site is also found fully within the OP1 land allocation within the Cluny and
Sauchen Settlement Statement as contained within the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017. This allocation allows for the development of a total
of 99 new homes which at the time of writing benefits from the following extant
planning consents:
•
•
•

2.4

Phase 1 of 23 homes –approved and built under application reference
APP/2012/4176
Phase 2 of 27 homes – approved under application reference
APP/2019/2302 and currently under construction
Phase 3 of 49 homes – currently in receipt of planning approval under
application reference APP/2020/1259

However the current application acts as a direct replacement for
APP/2020/1259 which gave permission for the erection of 49 homes and
associated works forming Phase 3 to Stewart Milne Homes. In the interim a
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new developer, Kirkwood Homes, has since acquired control of the site and
wishes to progress with the building of the dwellings with slight variations to
the original consent which includes:
•
•
•
•

Switch in format of affordable housing from previous provision of two
terraces of six houses to four blocks of three dwellings.
Change of house types from Stewart Milne Homes designs to Kirkwood
Homes designs
Inclusion of additional section of footpath in the north west of site between
affordable units and phase 2
Inclusion of additional communal visitor parking

2.5

Therefore when read in conjunction with previous consents to the north there
will be no additional houses created beyond those already approved. The
proposal would also not result in the breach of numbers as stipulated by the
OP1 allocation.

2.6

The internal road layout design which was approved under the previous
application for phase 3 is to be retained whilst the main form of access to the
proposed housing shall still be gained from the northwest via existing
roadways belonging to phases 1 and 2 of the Cluny Meadows development. A
total of twelve affordable units would still be delivered as part of the revised
phase 3 proposal whilst submitted house designs range from one and a half
to two storey in height and external finishes would consist of nordic dry dash,
grey concrete roof tiles and grey PVCU windows, doors and fittings.

2.7

The following is a breakdown of the number and size of properties proposed
as part of this submission:
•
•
•
•
•

3 x 2 Bed Properties (all of which are affordable)
17 x 3 Bed Properties (9 of which are affordable)
19 x 4 Bed Properties
9 x 5 Bed Properties
1 x 6 Bed Property

2.8

The area to the extreme east of the site, found nearest to the Cluny Burn, is
liable to flooding and thus forms the majority of the public open space
provision for this phase of development. This area contains a small path
network which loops around the south of the current application site to
connect with existing footway provision serving both phases 1 and 2 to
provide a complete footway circuit which would enclose all three phases of
housing development. A SUDS detention basin which will serve all phases of
development and an existing play area are both found in earlier phases of
housing development to the north.

2.9

The application is supported by the following items of information:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Drainage Assessment by Fairhurst, July 2021
Phase 1 Habitat Survey by Envirocentre, June 2021
Street Engineering Review and Quality Audit by Fairhurst, June 2021
Flood Risk Assessment by Fairhurst
Supplementary Flood Risk Assessment by Fairhurst, November 2020
Waste Management Plan
Construction Management Plan

•
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Planning and Design Statement by Emac Planning LLP on behalf of
Kirkwood Homes Ltd, July 2021

The agent has also provided a response to the letters of representation which
object to the application.
2.10

Since the 5 October meeting, the application for a temporary construction
access (APP/2021/1690) has been granted planning permission. If
implemented this will offer an alternative and dedicated route for construction
vehicles to cross the Cluny Burn and enter the south-east corner of the site.
This arrangement will prevent the need for construction traffic to utilise the
Cluny Meadows access and pass through Phase 1 and 2 of the development.

3.

Representations

3.1

A total of 41 valid representations (40 objections / 1 support) have been
received as defined in the Scheme of Governance. This does not include
multiple representations from the same household which equate to 49 letters
in total. All issues raised have been considered. The letters raise the
following material issues:
Object:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Flooding concerns
Access provision into the site via previous phases of development is
inadequate for additional traffic
Lack of pavements in previous phases of development is proving to be a
safety hazard
Additional traffic will pose safety risk to residents
Separate entry road into the site required permanently, especially for
construction traffic
Lack of parking
Inadequate emergency access arrangements
Impact upon capacity of schools
Loss of open space
Level of open space provided is insufficient
The proposal represents overdevelopment of the site
Capacity of public drainage network to accommodate the proposal
Lack of amenities being provided within the village as part of development
Visual impact of development
Pollution impact of the development
The proposal lacks public transport connections

Support:
•

4.

The proposal is in accordance with the masterplan and will provide much
needed affordable housing in the area

Consultations
Internal

4.1

Business Services (Developer Obligations) confirms that a revised Section
75 Agreement to reflect the change in ownership of the application site has
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been prepared and shall require to be signed by all applicable parties in order
to allow any consent to be issued. The consultee also confirms that no
additional contributions are required as part of this application.
4.2

Education and Children’s Services (Learning Estates) does not object to
this application in terms of school capacity. The consultee notes that although
Cluny Primary school has sufficient capacity to accommodate the anticipated
number of children the proposal would generate, Alford Academy is
forecasted to slightly exceed capacity. However, the consultee is satisfied that
demand can be accommodated within the current footprint of the building.

4.3

Environment and Infrastructure Services (Environment- Natural
Heritage) confirms it does not object to this application subject to conditions.

4.4

Environment and Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) does
not object to this application.

4.5

Environment and Infrastructure Services (Flooding and Coastal
Protection) has reviewed the submitted flood risk assessment, the
supplementary flood risk information and representation lodged by the
community council. Technical discussions are ongoing at the time of writing

4.6

Environment and Infrastructure Services (Housing Strategy) confirms the
proposed affordable housing element of the application, which includes a
commuted sum, is acceptable and in accordance with policy requirements for
a 25% contribution. It therefore does not object to this application.

4.7

Environment and Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) confirms
that it has no objection to the proposed development in terms of access and
parking provision subject to standard conditions.

4.8

Environment and Infrastructure Services (Waste Management) does not
object to this application.
External

4.9

Cluny, Midmar and Monymusk Community Council objects to this
application due to concerns regarding flood risk and suitability of existing
access arrangements. Please refer to Appendix 1.

4.10

Scottish Water does not object to this application confirming that although it
cannot confirm public water capacity that a Pre-Development Enquiry (PDE)
should be undertaken by the developer to confirm capacity of public water in
the area. The consultee has however confirmed there is sufficient foul
drainage capacity in the Sauchen Waste Water Works which would service
the development.

4.11

National Health Service Grampian confirms that contributions would be
required towards increasing capacity of health facilities in Kemnay and other
facilities which would serve this development.

4.12

Scottish and Southern Energy (SSE) whilst does not object to the
application has confirmed there are high voltage lines in the vicinity of the
application site which must be considered as part of the development of the
site.
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4.13

SEPA confirms it does not object to this application in terms of flood risk.

5.

Relevant Planning Policies

5.1

Scottish Planning Policy
The aim of the Scottish Planning Policies is to ensure that development and
changes in land use occur in suitable locations and are sustainable. The
planning system must also provide protection from inappropriate
development. Its primary objectives are:
• to set the land use framework for promoting sustainable economic

development;
• to encourage and support regeneration; and
• to maintain and enhance the quality of the natural heritage and built
environment.
Development and conservation are not mutually exclusive objectives; the aim
is to resolve conflicts between the objectives set out above and to manage
change. Planning policies and decisions should not prevent or inhibit
development unless there are sound reasons for doing so. The planning
system guides the future development and use of land in cities, towns and
rural areas in the long term public interest. The goal is a prosperous and
socially just Scotland with a strong economy, homes, jobs and a good living
environment for everyone.
5.2

Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2020
The Strategic Development Plan was approved on 12 August 2020.
The purpose of this Plan is to set a clear direction for the future development
of the City Region. It sets the strategic framework for investment in jobs,
homes and infrastructure over the next 20 years. All parts of the Strategic
Development Plan area will fall within either a strategic growth area or a local
growth and diversification area. Some areas are also identified as
regeneration priority areas. There are also general objectives identified. In
summary, these cover promoting economic growth, promoting sustainable
economic development which will reduce carbon dioxide production, adapt to
the effects of climate change and limit the amount of non-renewable
resources used, encouraging population growth, maintaining and improving
the region’s built, natural and cultural assets, promoting sustainable
communities and improving accessibility in developments.
The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 will continue to be the
primary document against which applications are considered. The Aberdeen
City & Shire SDP 2020 as approved forms part of the Development Plan.

5.3

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy H1: Housing land
Policy H2: Affordable housing
Policy P1: Layout, siting and design
Policy P2: Open space and access in new Development
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Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and
contaminated land
Policy C1: Using resources in buildings
Policy C4: Flooding
Policy RD1: Providing suitable services
Policy RD2: Developers’ obligations
5.4

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020 resolved to agree the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2020 as the ‘settled view of the
Council’ on what the final adopted content of the LDP 2021 should be. A
period during which representations on the Proposed LDP 2020 could be
made took place between 25 May and 31 July 2020.
The Proposed LDP 2020 is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Planning Authority must therefore assess what
weight it should have in the context of this particular application. The
Proposed LDP has been subject to public scrutiny and has now been
submitted for Examination by an independent Reporter. Nevertheless, it is
considered that the level of weight that should be applied to the Proposed
LDP 2020 remains as not significant at this time. The Aberdeenshire LDP
2017 remains the up-to-date LDP for the area and the primary document
against which planning applications should be determined until such time as a
new LDP for the area is adopted.

5.5

Other Material Considerations
Sauchen Masterplan. Agreed 9 October 2012 by Garioch Area Committee.
The extant planning permission (APP/2020/1259) must be a significant
material consideration in the determination of this application.

6.

Discussion

6.1

This application seeks full planning permission for the erection of 49 dwellings
found within the settlement of Sauchen and upon a site allocated for housing,
with the application acting as a direct replacement for an extant consent, also
for 49 units upon the same site. Therefore, the key issues to be discussed are
the principle of development, the layout, siting and design of the development
in addition to technical and infrastructure considerations along with developer
obligations.
Principle of Development

6.2

As previously noted this application is a direct replacement for application
APP/2020/1259 which was also granted permission upon the same site for 49
dwellinghouses and associated works. The reason for this revised application
is that since the previous application was granted to Stewart Milne Homes,
the site has since been acquired by a different developer who wishes to take
the site forward.

6.3

Due to proposed variations to house types to reflect the change in developer
in addition to a change in the format of affordable housing provision and other
minor site changes as outlined in paragraph 2.4 above, a fresh application is
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required. However, the overall proposal remains fundamentally the same as
previously granted in terms of unit numbers, vehicular access, roads layout,
plot layout and orientation.
6.4

As the site is found entirely within the OP1 allocation, which allows for the
creation of up to 99 dwellings, this proposal remains in compliance with Policy
H1: Housing land of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017.
Furthermore, when taking into account the 50 units already approved to the
north west, approval of this application would bring the total number of
consented units within the allocation to 99 which would fulfil the allocation for
housing for the OP1 site of Cluny/Sauchen in its entirety.

6.5

It should be noted that planning permission reference APP/2021/1259
remains extant and could still be implemented subject to appropriate precommencement conditions being discharged regardless of the outcome of the
determination of this application.
Layout, Siting and Design

6.6

The proposed internal road layout will utilise the primary access via existing
roadways formed through Phases 1 and 2 and be a continuation of these
forming a continuous loop (as opposed to cul-de-sacs) in this final phase of
the development. All driveways and visitor parking will be taken from the
internal roads. A footpath is proposed on one side of the road only. Junctions
are highlighted by raised cushions and different coloured finishes.

6.7

The 49 dwellings proposed all stand 1½, 1¾ or 2 storeys high and all adopt a
similar palette of external materials to the 27 dwellings under construction to
the northwest within Phase 2.

6.8

Overall the exterior designs of the proposed dwelling designs remain
acceptable, whilst the overall development adopts a density which would be
expected as remains within the allocated number of dwellings for this site. The
development would have no greater visual impact on the surrounding
landscape due to extending an existing modern housing development.
Therefore, the application complies with the aims and principles of Policy P1:
Layout, siting and design.

6.9

In terms of open space provision, the current application provides open space
amounting to 14,160m2, which is slightly more than provided by the previous
consent (14,000 m2). Based on previous calculations undertaken for
APP/2020/1259 this would result in the overall continued provision of open
space across all three housing phases of the allocated OP1 site amounting to
43% of the total site area which continues to meet the minimum 40%
requirement set down within Policy P2: Open space and access in new
Development. Furthermore an additional section of footpath has been added
compared to the extant consent between the affordable housing units and
Phase 2 in the north west corner of the site which represents improved
connectivity. The application also continues to comply with the overarching
aims and principles of the approved H1 Sauchen Masterplan in terms of
general layout, landscaping, housing density and access arrangements.
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Technical Considerations
6.10

The applicant advises that all roads and footpaths have been designed to
Aberdeenshire Council standards. The circular footpath will be finished with
asphalt. All information on this matter has been detailed in relevant plans in
addition to a Street Engineering Review and Stage 2 Quality Audit.
Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) confirms it is satisfied with the
details of the application with regards to safe access and parking provision.
As with the most recently granted application, an emergency access is
proposed to the south west of the site, which connects to a track serving a
number of properties. This has been deemed to be suitable.

6.11

It is recognised that the continued use of the existing Cluny Meadows road
network, relating to Phases 1 and 2, as a means of providing access for
residents of the proposed Phase 3 remains a matter of local concern in terms
of road safety, suitability of design and layout and general ability to provide
sufficient capacity for increased road traffic that would be generated by a
further 49 dwellings. However, this matter has already been addressed as the
existing road network serving Phases 1 and 2 has either been adopted or
shall be built to adoptable standards and are therefore deemed to be suitable
for use by the whole development once complete. Roads Development has
confirmed as part of the consideration of applications received for previous
phases that such developments have met applicable standards and that the
previously approved road layouts remain sufficient to deal with increased
traffic which would be generated by the additional 49 units.

6.12

Furthermore, this application relates to Phase 3 of housing only. As Phase 1
and Phase 2 have both already been approved and built or under
construction, there is no scope as part of this application to seek changes to
previous phases of development in terms of road layout or pavement
provision. For clarity Roads Development remain satisfied with the current
application in terms of road safety, road capacity, parking provision, street
layout and design and emergency access provision. The application is
therefore considered to comply with the requirements of Policy RD1:
Providing suitable services.

6.13

Since 5 October and in light of the deferral of the application, Roads
Development has provided additional comments:
Site H1 in Sauchen was allocated for up to 50 houses as a first phase with the
potential to increase to a maximum of 99 houses as part of future phases. A
Masterplan was also required for the site and this was agreed in 2012.
In terms of the road layout, the Masterplan indicated that the streetscape was
to be designed to incorporate a shared surface as advocated in the national
planning policy document, Designing Streets (DS).
A Planning Application within the site for an initial 23 houses was approved in
May, 2013 and, in line with the DS philosophy, the road layout was designed
to include narrowings and changes of direction to force vehicles to travel
through at very slow speeds in areas where pedestrians and other nonmotorised users would also be using the street space. An alternative footpath
situated at the back of the existing houses on Main Street was also
constructed as part of the approved layout to allow a route choice for
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pedestrians should they wish to avoid the shared surface sections of the
streets.
In line with Council standards, as part of the initial design work carried out for
Phase 1 of the Development, a Stage 1/2 Road Safety Audit had been carried
out by an independent audit team with no issues of concern being raised with
regard to the approved road layout.
On satisfactory completion of the road works to the required standards, again,
in line with Council protocol, a Stage 3 Road Safety Audit (RSA) was carried
by an Independent Road Safety Audit team. As per the earlier audit, no issues
of concern were identified, and the layout was subsequently added to the
Council’s list of public roads on the 4 October 2016.
Phase 2 of the Development, for the construction of a further 27 houses
attained Roads Construction Consent (RCC) in May 2020 and works are
currently ongoing. The layout differs slightly from the first phase in that rather
than adopt a similar shared surface type layout, the developer has chosen to
incorporate formal footways through the site, and these also provide a link to
the footpath arrangement within Phase 1. The layout complies with Council
standards and similar to Phase 1, as part of the initial design work carried out
for Phase 2 of the Development, a Stage 1/2 RSA has been carried out by an
independent audit team with no issues of concern being raised with regard to
the approved road layout.
RCC documentation for Phase 3 of the development for the construction of a
further 50 houses has recently been submitted and the checking process is
ongoing. The road alignment forms a continuous loop linking through Phase 2
and connecting back to the termination point of Phase 1. The layout is similar
to phase 2 with formal adoptable footways incorporated through the site
linking to the footway network within Phase 2 and the series of internal
footpaths through public open space areas which surround the site. A Stage
1/2 RSA has been carried out by an independent audit team with no issues of
concern being raised with regard to the approved road layout.
6.14

It should be noted that application APP/2021/1690 for a temporary access
and bridge to facilitate construction traffic has been granted, this will remove
the need for construction traffic to continue entering the site via the existing
access through phases 1 and 2. However, the applicants promoting the
temporary access arrangement are clear that this is a short-term solution and
not a structure suitable for longer term use. It is on this basis that the Planning
Service and consultees are assessing that proposal and any ancillary
development, which will have to be removed in due course. This therefore
precludes the retention of this as an access into the application site for
residents in the longer term.

6.15

Scottish Water does not object to this application confirming that although it
cannot confirm public water capacity that a Pre-Development Enquiry (PDE)
should be undertaken by the developer to confirm capacity of public water in
the area. The consultee has however confirmed there is sufficient foul
drainage capacity in the Sauchen Waste Water Works which would service
the development.

6.16

The Council’s Flood Risk and Coastal Protection team has continued to
provide input regarding flood risk at this site due to ongoing concerns being

Item: 5
Page: 34
raised within letters of representation from members of the public and the
Community Council. However, the consultee, in conjunction with SEPA both
confirm no objection to this application with regards to flood risk based on
technical information submitted by the applicant. Therefore, the application is
deemed to comply with the requirements of Policy C4: Flooding, it is proposed
this remains a delegated matter in the event the application is to be granted.
Other Consultee Input
6.17

In terms of remaining consultee responses both Environmental Health and
Waste Management confirmed they have no objection to the proposed
development. On this basis the application complies with Policy P4:
Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and contaminated land.

6.18

Natural Heritage confirmed it had no adverse comments to make regarding
the loss of the existing greenfield site subject to conditions regarding
protected species being added to any planning approval. It also requested a
condition requesting an ecological construction environmental management
plan. (This has been attached as Condition 5.) On this basis the application is
deemed to comply with Policy E1: Natural heritage.

6.19

Education and Children’s Services (Learning Estates) does not object to this
application in terms of school capacity. The consultee notes that although
Cluny Primary school has sufficient capacity to accommodate the anticipated
number of children the proposal would generate, Alford Academy is
forecasted to slightly exceed capacity. However, the consultee is satisfied that
demand can be accommodated within the current footprint of the building.

6.20

In the event of approval, a condition shall be applied to secure an energy
statement for the proposed dwellings which demonstrates compliance with
applicable building standards regulations regarding energy efficiency prior to
works commencing on site which will secure compliance with Policy C1: Using
resources in buildings.

6.21

The points raised by Cluny, Midmar and Monymusk Community Council relate
to flood risk, construction traffic access, foul drainage and provision of
footpaths. These have mostly been addressed in the report and as noted the
Council’s Flood Prevention team is currently working with the Community
Council to understand its concerns and determine if there is anything further
that requires to be done to investigate this matter. The outcome of these
discussions will either be that further professional input in support of the
application is necessary, or that there is a failure to demonstrate there is
sufficient evidence of flood risk at the application site. Given the previous
assessment and discussions, the Planning Service wishes to conclude this
quickly either way as a delegated matter with a satisfactory response from the
consultee necessary before planning permission can be issued.
Developer Obligations and Affordable Housing

6.22

(Business Services) Developer Obligations confirms that a revised Section 75
legal agreement is required in order to reflect the change in land ownership
since the previous consent was approved.

6.23

Infrastructure Services (Housing) confirms that the application maintains the
required level of affordable housing, albeit in a slightly different format from
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previously approved. Therefore, the application is considered to comply with
Policy H2: Affordable housing
Letters of Representation
6.24

Various issues were raised and a summary to each material issue not already
covered within this report is provided below:
•

No amenities are being provided as part of the additional housing being
added to the village

As part of the assessment of a planning application the Planning Service is
restricted by the settlement statement in the local development plan,
affordable housing requirements and specific headings under Policy RD2:
Developer Obligations, which have already been assessed and agreed.
•

The proposal lacks public transport connections

There is no specific requirement for dedicated public transport serving the
site, with residents able to make use of existing provision.
Conclusion
6.25

The proposed development represents the next phase of a site allocated for
residential use in the local development plan. It is primarily to accommodate
the change in previously approved house types with no additional
dwellinghouses proposed beyond what was already approved. The layout is
virtually the same as the most recent proposal albeit with minor variations to
some open space, the exterior of the dwellings and a change in the format of
affordable housing provision.

6.26

It is recognised that there is local concern about some aspects of the
development and the developer has sought to address these through
provision of a temporary construction access. Other matters, including
flooding and standard of roads have been the subject of considerable debate
and are covered in the report, albeit with flooding to be concluded. It must
also be noted that the application site benefits from an agreed masterplan, an
allocation in the local development plan and an extant planning permission for
a near identical scheme.

6.27

The application complies with the principle of development and is considered
to be acceptable in layout and design terms as well as fulfilling all technical
requirements. Therefore, the application is recommended for approval in
accordance with the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017.

7.

Area Implications

7.1

In the specific circumstances of this application there is no direct connection
with the currently specified objectives and identified actions of the Local
Community Plan.

8.

Implications and Risk

8.1

An integrated impact assessment has been carried out as part of the
development of the proposals set out above. It is included as Appendix 2
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and the following impacts have been identified which cannot be fully mitigated
as explained:
Lack of pavements in the development shall have an impact on a protected
characteristic. This cannot be mitigated as the proposed development has not
been altered to take into account of these concerns.
8.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

8.3

There are no risks identified in respect of this matter in terms of the Corporate
and Directorate Risk Registers as the Committee is considering the
application as the planning authority in a quasi-judicial role and must
determine the application on its own merits in accordance with the
Development Plan unless material considerations justify a departure.

8.4

No separate consideration of the current proposal’s degree of sustainability is
required as the concept is implicit to and wholly integral with the planning
process against the policies of which it has been measured.

9.

Departures, Notifications and Referrals

9.1

Strategic Development Plan Departures
None

9.2

Local Development Plan Departures
None

9.3

The application is not a Departure from the Local Development Plan or
Strategic Development Plan and no departure procedures apply.

9.4

The application does not fall within any of the categories contained in the
Schedule of the Town and Country Planning (Notification of Applications)
(Scotland) Direction 2009 and the application is not required to be notified to
the Scottish Ministers prior to determination.

9.5

The application would not have to be referred to Infrastructure Services
Committee in the event of the Area Committee wishing to grant permission for
the application.

10.

Recommendation

10.1

That authority to GRANT Full Planning Permission be delegated to the
Head of Planning and Environment Service subject to:
a) Conclusion and registration of a Section 75 Legal Agreement;
b) and the following conditions:
01.

No dwellinghouse hereby approved shall be occupied unless its
individual vehicular access, driveway and parking area have been
provided and surfaced in accordance with the details shown on the
approved plans and the drop kerb footway crossing has been formed at
the new access. The first five metres of the driveway measured from
the back of the footway shall be fully paved and shall have a maximum
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gradient not exceeding 1:20. Each individual driveway shall be
internally drained and formed in such a way to prevent any flow of
surface water either onto or from the public road. Once provided, the
access, driveway and parking area shall thereafter be permanently
retained as such. All garages are to remain no less than 6 metres from
the rear of the footway serving any particular dwelling.
Reason: To ensure the timely completion of the access, driveway and
parking area to an adequate standard; to prevent the carriage of loose
driveway material on to the public road and to ensure the retention of
adequate off-street parking facilities, all in the interests of road safety.
02.

Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) (Scotland) Order 1992 or any order
amending, revoking or re-enacting that Order the garages shown on
the approved plans shall be permanently retained as such and shall not
be altered in any way under the terms of Schedule 1 to that Order
without an express grant of planning permission from the Planning
Authority.
Reason: To ensure the retention of adequate off-street parking facilities
within the site in the interests of road safety.

03.

All soft and hard landscaping proposals shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved planting scheme and management
programme. Any planting which, within a period of 5 years from the
completion of the development, in the opinion of the Planning Authority
is dying, being severely damaged or becoming seriously diseased,
shall be replaced by plants of similar size and species to those
originally required to be planted. Once provided, all hard landscaping
works shall thereafter be permanently retained.
Reason: To ensure the implementation and management of a
satisfactory scheme of landscaping which will help to integrate the
proposed development into the local landscape in the interests of the
visual amenity of the area.

04.

No dwellinghouse hereby approved shall be occupied unless all of its
associated means of enclosure have been provided in accordance with
the approved scheme. Once erected, the approved means of enclosure
shall thereafter be permanently retained in accordance with the
approved details.
Reason: In the interests of the residential amenities of the occupiers of
the dwellinghouse and the visual amenities of the area.

05.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved
(including demolition, ground works and vegetation clearance) shall
commence unless a construction environmental management plan
(CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning
authority. The CEMP shall include the following.
(a)
(b)

Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities.
Identification of “biodiversity protection zones”.

(c)

(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
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Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive
working practices) to avoid or reduce impacts during construction
(may be provided as a set of method statements).
The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to
biodiversity features.
The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to
be present on site to oversee works.
Responsible persons and lines of communication.
The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of works
(ECoW) or similarly competent person.
Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs.

All works carried out during the construction period shall be undertaken
strictly in accordance with the approved CEMP.
Reason: In the interests of protecting the biodiversity of the
environment.
06.

No removal of hedgerows, trees or shrubs or site clearance shall take
place between 1st March and 31st August inclusive, unless a detailed
check of the site for active birds’ nests has been undertaken and
written confirmation has been submitted to the planning authority that
no birds will be harmed and that there are appropriate measures in
place to protect nesting bird interest on the site. The check shall be
undertaken no later than 14 days before the commencement of the
development and no site clearance or other works in connection with
the development hereby approved shall commence unless the written
confirmation and protection measures have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the planning authority. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved protection measures.
Reason: In the interest of safeguarding the habitat of local bird species.

07.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved that
would involve the creation of trenches or culverts or the presence of
pipes shall commence unless measures to protect badgers from being
trapped in open excavations, pipes or culverts have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the planning authority. The measures shall
include:
(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

open trenches or pits shall incorporate sloping escape ramps for
badgers, which may be achieved by edge profiling of
trenches/excavations or by using planks placed into them at the
end of each working day; and
all open pipework (stored or laid) being blanked off at the end of
each working day and
any access holes or entrances into machinery that are accessible
to badgers should be suitably blocked when the machinery is not
in use; and
escape ramps, trenches and pipework must be checked at the
beginning of each day for potential entrapments, any subsequent
events involving a trapped badger should be referred to the
Scottish Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to animals (SSPCA).
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The development shall be carried out in complete accordance with the
approved badger protection measures.
Reason: In the interest of safeguarding the habitat of a protected
species.
08.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless an invasive non-native species protocol, including
an associated management, maintenance and monitoring scheme, has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority.
The protocol shall detail the containment, control and removal of
monkey flower on the site. No other works in connection with the
development hereby approved shall commence unless all the
measures set out in the approved protocol have been carried out in
accordance with the approved protocol.
Reason: To protect the natural environment and ensure that measures
are put in place to prevent the spread of invasive non-native species.

09.

No individual dwellinghouse hereby approved shall be erected unless
an Energy Statement applicable to that dwellinghouse has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. The
Energy Statement shall include the following items:
a)
b)

Full details of the proposed energy efficiency measures and/or
renewable technologies to be incorporated into the development.
Calculations using the SAP or SBEM methods, which
demonstrate that the reduction in carbon dioxide emissions rates
for the development, arising from the measures proposed, will
enable the development to comply with the Council's
Supplementary Planning Guidance on Carbon Neutrality in New
Developments.

No dwellinghouse shall be occupied unless it has been constructed in
full accordance with the approved details in the Energy Statement. The
carbon reduction measures shall be retained in place and fully
operational thereafter.
Reason: To ensure this development complies with the on-site carbon
reductions required in Scottish Planning Policy and the Council's
Supplementary Planning Guidance - Carbon Neutrality in New
Developments.
10.2

Reason for Decision
01. The proposed development complies with Policy H1: Housing land of the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 as the proposal seeks to
provide new housing upon an area of land allocated for new housing
within the applicable settlement statement. Approval of this application
would also not breach the number of housing units permitted by the
allocation. The application also meets the requirements of the following
policies; Policy H2: Affordable housing, Policy P1: Layout, siting and
design, Policy P2: Open space and access in new Development, Policy
P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and contaminated
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land, Policy C1: Using resources in buildings, Policy C4: Flooding, Policy
RD1: Providing suitable services and Policy RD2: Developers’ obligations.
For noting:Part 2C (Planning Delegations) states at Section C.3.2b for Local Development, that
following consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the determining Committee,
the Head of Planning and Environment Service can refuse planning applications for
which Section 75 Agreements are not completed or Developer Obligations are not
paid within four months from the date of the Committee at which the application is
determined. Local Ward Members shall be notified of any such refusal.
Please note that this power may be exercised in respect of the application which is
the subject of this report if the application is approved by the Committee.

Alan Wood
Director of Environment and Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: Stuart Newlands (Planner)
Report Date: 14/10/2021
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Objection from Cluny Midmar and Monymusk Community Council to APP/2021/1688. Phase 3, Green Meadows, Sauchen.
Erection of 49 dwelling houses & associated infrastructure.

Our objection Is based on the following comments linked in the main to flooding risks, potential sewer flooding and unsuitable road and pavement infrastructure, in the
housing scheme zone.
We ask for a review of flooding evidence by SEPA given at the previous Garioch Area Committee Meeting. It was said by councillors and the senior planner present that it
was a great shame SEPA could not be contacted given Flooding concerns.
Since then we have found further photographic evidence of flooding within the overall Phase 1, 2, and 3 site. We suggest that this new evidence together with the material
difference in the ability of SEPA to respond represents a change in situation from the previous consideration of this site. We also believe our objections noted in the earlier
application ref app/2020/1259 are still very relevant and need to be considered as part of this application.
Other points of flooding risks objection 1.
The FRA topographic map and flood extent map is based on an earlier version which has not been corrected for an anomalous mound in the south east of the
site which no longer exists and therefore there is not an accurate topographic map showing the revised 1:200 year flood extent with climate change adjustments of +20.
If the event of 7th/8th January 2016 was a 1:200 event, as the peak flow in the Cluny/Ton Burn occurred around 12.00-1.00am (River Don at Monymusk was same) then
there should be at least 39 cumecs added to the River Don between Alford Gauging station and Haughton gauging station.
If less is added then this event at this position in the R. Don catchment is less than 1:200 year event.
The known heights for two datum points one within the overall phase 1, 2, and 3 boundary and the other immediately adjacent to the site boundary indicate the event of
7th/8th January2016 were identical at the downstream end and greater at the upstream boundary of the flood envelope.
2.

These points of KNOWN flood extent for the 7th/8th Jan.2016 flood are shown in Figure 1.

3.
Photographs from members of the public mostly show flooding as residents tried to return home between 5 and 6pm on 7th Jan 2016 the locations and direction of
view are shown in Figure 2.
4.

Some of the new finished floor levels do not appear to have the 600mm freeboard required in earlier applications satisfying SEPA’s requirements.

See Figures 1and 2,

The estimated flood max extent heights we submit below have been found using the original Topographic survey of the site submitted with Phase one planning application
(and similarly again with subsequent applications for Phases 2 & 3). These two locations are shown in figure 1 below by large red circles centred over each point
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The north point is on the pavement now at ~ 94.4m and the southern one is in the garden of Mill of Sauchen (see attached photo) at ~96.8.
Only then will the volume of infill be understood. We believe this should also be considered in the context of understanding the flood envelope of the Ton/Cluny Burn. We
do not agree with previous comments by SEPA that this will not affect the site.
We also attach photographs of the site in Mill of Sauchen’s Garden for orientation. The surface there is gently undulating and the limit was around the base of the trees in
photo 5547.jpeg taken on a visit to the garden of Mill of Sauchen and conversation with the owner.
North datum location point of max flood height, downstream end of flood envelope location Lat. 57 11’ 26.00’’N, Long 2 29’ 56.11’’W: OS NGR NJ699441193
South Datum location point Lat 57 11’ 15.70’’ Long 2 29’ 30.88`’’ OS NGR 7036710871 at upstream boundary of flood envelop
2 Unsuitable road and pavement infrastructure –
We find it incredible that the Council still consider the core access road into a housing scheme of potentially 80 + houses is a practical safe solution! The road concept is
totally inappropriate in being very narrow and lacking sufficient parking and pavement use. This design needs to be re-examined as it no longer supports every day
Community functions.
We totally support the separate application for a temporary bridge access route into the building site and believe this should be considered in becoming a permanent
function at the end of the development stages.
The Community Council notes the strong concerns of residents expressed in recent meetings of residents in Sauchen about the proposed layout and personal safety issues
regarding access and inability of vehicles to pass freely should stationary vehicles be in the road system .
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Figure 1 Max flood extent datum points from 7 /8 Jan 2021
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Photos of North datum

1

Photo1 shows area of northern datum point several
months later, Photo 2 shows the same spot about 6pm
on the 7th Jan 2021. The gravel ‘trash’ line was on the
lock block about 50cms in from the northern and
eastern edges. The peak was between 12 and 01.00 am
the water level is rising in photos 2and 3, which show
the area around the bridge on Mainstreet and flooded
properties. Datum points shown on Figure 1 as large
red circles centred over locations on flood envelope.

2

3

Photos of south datum point for max flood extent as it intersects with site boundary at Mill of Sauchen

The bridge was over topped at 17.40pm 07/01/16. The
water continued to a peak between 12.00 and
01.00am.
Blairdaff Met office rain gauge records 50.5 mm for
07/01/16 (Met Office )
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Bridge over culvert east of Cluny burn with trash caught in bridge
at Mill of Sauchen location Lat.57 11’16.10’’N Long 2 29’26.45’’
OS NGR NJ7043910886

Other Sauchen flooding photos, 3 photos of same location this flooding adds to the surface water flooding.
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Flooding from drain into SUDS basin Lat 57 11’26.40’’ Long 2 30’
05.28’’W OS NGR NJ69781121 and onto Main Street

A944 at about 4pm 7th Jan 2016 location Lat 57 11’ 02.56’’ Long 2
29’ 43.02’’ OSNGR NJ70181047
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: null

Name: Mr Colin Struthers
Address: 26 Green Meadows Sauchen Ab517jf

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Insufficient access through residential streets that have no pavements.
Insufficient facilities/green space remaining in the village to accommodate these properties.
Local primary school already approaching capacity and insufficient bus capacity to take kids from
village to school.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: null

Name: Mr Ian Forbes
Address: 31 Main Street Sauchen, Inverurie AB51 7JU

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal APP/2021/1688, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
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will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
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are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
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carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Ian Forbes,
31 Main Street,
Sauchen
AB51 7JU
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: null

Name: Mrs Hazel Cowie
Address: 3 The Linton Sauchen AB51 7LJ

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Too many houses for a small village and taking up our valuable green space. The
development gives no thought to the current residents in Sauchen.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Dr Janina Kutscha
Address: 29 Green Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7JF

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I object for several reasons:
1. Dec 2015/Jan 2016 there was a massive flood in the area, cutting off our village from the
outside.
2. Every time a planning application is approved it's for just one house less than would be
necessary to get further amenities. By now there are plenty of new houses, no shop, no walking
areas/ green space within the village for villagers to enjoy a short walk (the remaining green space
is now fenced off, the little hill that was used for the kids in the village to sledge in winter is now a
fenced off water reservoir... with more people in Sauchen, there are also more dogs and dog
fowling issues.)
3. Cluny primary school is almost at capacity already, how is Cluny or Alford academy for that
matter going to cope?
4. The play area that was put into the area by Kirkwood during phase 1 building is an absolute
disgrace at no maintenance was done.
5. Several houses are for sale within Sauchen since months, thus I question the requirement for
new houses.
6. The roads on Cluny Meadows are already too small and it is very unsafe to walk through with
toddlers, kids or prams as there's no footpath going all the way through and especially at the
moment there is a lot of heavy construction traffic, making it very unsafe for children.
7. Sauchen is in desperate need for an upgrade and expansion ( more play equipment) of the
existing playground as the few items in there are at times getting quite crowded. This would only
get worse with more families moving into Sauchen.
8. In general view of climate change and protection of the environment, I sincerely object this
application. I remember the flooding as having been massive for the usually little burn running
through the village. It was scary to know that Sauchen was completely cut off from the rest and I
am glad that nobody needed any emergency services during that time. With the climate I would
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expect the flooding risk to only increase and seeing that with the current weather the current
construction site is already running their pumps 24/7 to get rid of the water I cannot understand
how anyone can be so careless as to approve another planning application for this area.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Soorya Sasidharan
Address: 29 GREEN MEADOWS SAUCHEN INVERURIE AB51 7JF

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:NOTE1.
RE: APP_2020_1259-SCOTTISH_ENVIRONMENT_PROTECTION_AGENCY-9130568 (SEPA
comments to LPA on 20-Sep-2020) states:
1.5: A climate change allowance of 20% has been applied to the flows for the assessment, which
was standard practice at the time of the original assessment. While we do not object to the
application on this point, we advise that regional climate change figures are now recommended for
use in land use planning. Guidance was published on the SEPA website in 2019 at
https://www.sepa.org.uk/media/426913/lups_cc1.pdf and an uplift of 24% is recommended for this
catchment. As Flood Risk Management Authority, Aberdeenshire Council may have local
requirements for climate change so we recommend they are consulted on this matter.
I object on the basis that the 24% uplift has not been applied as recommended by SEPA. This
might increase the flood plain and make this development unsafe for the local community.
I object on the basis that there is no information provided whether the SEPA recommendation that
"Aberdeenshire Council may have local requirements for climate change so we recommend they
are consulted on this matter" has been acted on
NOTE2
Contrary to point 1.7, in the above document, SEPA has not addressed its mandate on
establishing whether the potential for offsite flood risk has been mitigated. I object to this
development also on the basis that SEPA has removed its obligation in the bizarre way by stating
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that they "are now in a position to remove our objection to this planning application on the grounds
of a lack of information on flood risk." If the planning application is lacking information, the
statutory consultee has the obligation to revert back and state its requirements (such as updating
the applicants flood model and use of the 24% uplift) , not remove itself from this responsibility.
The planning application should take note of the 2020 Aberdeenshire council publication on the
local revised flooding strategy
(https://committees.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/FunctionsPage.aspx?dsid=103266&action=GetFileFrom
DB) note Cluny and Sauchen at high risk. Page 42 notes that OP1 will require 2"Detailed FRAs
required for future development proposals", plus a "Buffer strip will be required adjacent to Cluny
Burn" and "Drainage Impact Assessment will also be required"
15.3 notes that "Aberdeenshire Council policy requires that the effects of climate change is
included when assessing future planning applications and 15.4 notes "Taking climate change into
account it is calculated that the freeboard should be a minimum of 600-720mm." I object on the
basis that this is not been applied for in this development to recalculate the flood risk and the
developer has used the bare minimum (600mm) - from APP_2021_1688PLANNING_AND_DESIGN_STATEMENT-9544594 page 12.

NOTE 3
Document "APP_2021_1688-SUPPLEMENTARY_FRA_ISSUE_2_FINAL_FOR_ISSUE_PART19544596" is missing critical appendix Appendix"Appendix 2 SEPA and Aberdeenshire Council previous flood records"
NOTE4
I object on the basis that APP_2021_1688-DRAINAGE_ASSESSMENT_ISSUE_1_REDACTED9545333 notes in page 30 from Scottish Water that "There is currently insufficient capacity in the
Sauchen Waste Water Treatment
works to service your development." What is the basis of foul water treatment for this development
- the only option here is the capacity in Invercannie Water Treatment Works which is in Banchory?
The recommendation notes "After careful review of the development proposals submitted, we
would advise that the
Sauchen Waste Water treatment works does not currently have sufficient capacity to service your
proposed development at this time." - what are the mitigations proposed by the developer?
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Barry MacKenzie
Address: 8 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB517JH

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Having moved into Phase 1 in November 2014 I was well aware there were to be two
further phases, the second phase was to be developed by Stewart Milne with the final phase
belonging to Kirkwood Homes. At that time the second phase was estimated to have a similar
number of homes as the first and the third similar again.
The current phase has a similar number of homes which is proportionate, however this application
is more than double and is in my view overdevelopment for the village.
The following are my further concerns 1. Local schooling at Cluny Primary is nearing capacity and Alford Academy is in a similar
situation. There are also houses being built at Millbank which also requires to be considered given
it is the same catchment area for schooling.
I am glad the developer can predict the number of children of school age that will be attending
these schools.
2. The flooding in 2015 totally cut off the village and the the field area behind the the first phase
was totally flooded and beyond. Kirkwood had originally planned to build on this land as part of
phase 1 however had a change of mind as the land required a significant amount of work to make
it suitable
for development. I would suggest either it was too costly or they knew it was a flood risk.
I would suggest given what happened in 2015 and the ever changing climate and weather
conditions Kirkwood have employed experts to confirm that the houses currently being built near
the Cluny Burn and the final phase are not at risk. I would question anybody who purchases a
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property in close proximity to the burn.
3. Cluny Meadows only has one access, however with the addition of at leat seventy houses from
phase 2 and 3 this is unacceptable. We were advised there would be a second access to the
subsequent developments leading from where Kirkwood HQ is situated or thereabouts.
This was clearly a mistruth.
The street is effectively a single carriageway road with parking places on the street which have to
be used as passing places which are limited as it is.
Households in my experience nowadays have two cars if not more and that is the case with the
majority of homes in the street. Along with delivery vehicles associated with the increase of online
shopping and friends and family visiting residents, the volume of traffic is enough as it is for a
single carriageway road.
One entry and exit road for 99 houses along with the additional traffic I have highlighted will make
the street congested and not fit for purpose and a disgrace.
The Auction House on the Main Street near to the Cluny Meadows junction also hold regular
Friday viewings and Saturday auctions. I have no issue with the business, however customers
park on the bend of the Main Street, regularly on Cluny Meadows and further along on the Main
Street making that section single carriageway for a number of hours. Exiting the street at that time
is dangerous due to a lack of visibility and increased traffic from this development will only make
things worse.
4. There is no continuous pavement along Cluny Meadows. It starts at both sides at the junction,
extends for several metres before stopping. On one side of the street the residents gardens run
parallel to the single carriageway with no divide.
This in my view was poor planning in the first instance, causing a potential danger to residents
working in their front gardens when cutting grass and the like.
5. Families already have to walk with children, prams and with children on bikes on the existing
street due to the lack of a pavement. This to me is a huge safety issue and with children also
wanting to play outside even more post COVID an increase in traffic causes me great concern.
6. The Developer Kirkwood Homes is clearly letting the the existing residents down badly from
whom they have earned large profits. They are building a temporary bridge into the proposed
development as clearly there is a need just like there is a need to build a second access road.
Kirkwood do not want to spend the money on an access road fearing for their profits rather than
doing the right thing.
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In this instance a condition of planning should be for them to build a second access road or if not
reduce the number of houses to a similar number to the the two other phases.
I sincerely hope this planning application is not passed without the condition of a second access
road. If it is the Planning Department will be letting the local community down hugely.
I would suggest that the Planning Committe take the time before making a decision to visit Cluny
Meawdows to see for themselves the issues this will cause to ensure they are fully aware of the
consequences of making the wrong decision.
One other point to consider which is very important is what infrastructure have Kirkwood Homes
provided to the local community following the development of the first two phases? I will tell you
one wooden climbing frame when phase 1 was completed.
For once Aberdeenshire Council make the right decision for the community and not just for the
developer.
I object to his planning Application based on the above and will be involving the local MSP and
MP.
Regards
Barry MacKenzie
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Neil Rankin
Address: 22 Cluny Meadows Sauchen INVERURIE AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Objection for the following reasons:
1. The current single access road through Cluny Meadows is insufficient for the volume of traffic
that will be using it. If there is a bin collection or a home delivery the road is impassable. Many of
the current houses on Cluny Meadows have not been designed to allow for visitors to park in the
driveways leading to parking on the street. Over the last year and a half, I have seen numerous
instances of cars parked appropriately on the street but many HGVs have not been able to pass
leading to hold ups whilst residents on the street are asked to move the cars. Take this scenario
and think of the worst case when the fire service are trying to access in an emergency. It is
completely unacceptable to not build an second access road for this reason solely. Furthermore, I
have seen HGVs mount the pavements (non-continuous speed prevention pavements) in order to
get access and damage has been caused to a number of kerbs on the street; some of which have
only been in for a matter of months and will need replaced. Mounting pavements again shows the
sheer disregard for the safety of residents and particularly the growing number of children in the
area. I have photos of a Kirkwood HGV struggling with access and therefore mounting the
pavement.
2. There is clearly a flood risk to the proposed area with close proximity to the burn. There was
clearly an issue with the current Phase 2 site getting built as the developer had a diesel heavy
duty water pump running day and night for months, even during summer: also a clear breach of
site rules and not great for noise and environmental pollution. There is evidently a drainage issue
as following the work that has gone over the past couple of months there is a large volume of
water that gathers every time it rains between the Phase 1 and Phase 2 houses on the burn side.
The Phase 1 houses adjacent to the burn are deemed high risk of flooding from the burn by SEPA
- the Phase 2 & 3 house are significantly closer.
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I will be passing on further details of the above to the local MSP.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs N Cook
Address: 16 Cluny Meadows Sauchen AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Single track road/one access road is not suitable for traffic of 99 houses with majority
having more than 2 cars, visitors and deliveries. Also no passing places and no parking for
visitors.
Risk of emergency vehicles not getting access when needed.
Lack of pavement unsafe, getting worse with increased traffic and building traffic. We have have 2
children under 4 and it is just not safe for walking with young children and dogs on the road.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Callum Cowie
Address: 3 the linton Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7LG

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Building more houses in this area would ruin the village for the residents by overly
expanding into an area that should be maintained as green space. The village does not need
expanding and should be maintained at the size it is at currently. Priority should be given to
utilising the green space as a habit for wildlife not more totally unnecessary housing
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Frank Murray
Address: Corsefield Lodge Midmar Inverurie AB51 7NA

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I have two concerns with the ongoing and proposed development at Sauchen, The first
concern is the access road through the estate. The road is narrow and there is only footpaths on
the first section of the road entering the estate. There is insufficient room allowed for vehicles to
pass safely throughout the road length. The houses have only very short driveways suitable to
accommodate only one vehicle. It is foreseeable that families will have more than one vehicle,
where will they park them and where will visitors park without blocking the narrow road? The roads
should have footpaths and be made wider before building commences.
The second concern is the proposed emergency access road which is privately owned and cannot
be adopted by the council. A solution would be to build a permanent bridge across the burn to
facilitate an alternative egress and access road into the estate.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr James Linnell
Address: 16 The Linton Sauchen AB51 7LF

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:James Linnell
16 The Linton
Sauchen
AB51 7LF
Date Here

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
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access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
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It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
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It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
James Linnell
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Donald Maciver
Address: Fresta Cottage, 6 Main St, Sauchen, Inverurie AB51 7LN

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I object to this development on the following points;
1: The road layout is not sufficient for the amount of traffic that will be using it. Pavement parking is
already taking place which forces pedestrians onto the road from the single pavement. No
consideration has been given to the disabled.
2: The proposed site of the Affordable housing blocks (12 homes) is directly adjacent to the
existing 6 Affordable homes. This has the potential to create a pinch point due to the housing
density. Siting these 12 homes at the south east corner of the site on plots 17, 18 & 19 would ease
the congestion and increase safety by creating a cul de sac to prevent children coming straight out
of their house and onto a through road.
3: The height of the houses would be detrimental to the view of the village from the road, I believe
a precedent has been set on this already. A smaller number of single storey bungalows on
generous plots would not spoil the view and is in keeping with the neighbouring homes on main
street.
4: AC have Policys in place to protect trees and pollinators. There are dozens of saplings and
semi mature trees on the site which are being destroyed by the building operations on phase 2.
AC needs to investigate and stop this or relocate the trees. Anything planted by the developer will
not be anywhere near 1/10 th of what exists now. The semi wild flower park is also home to
countless pollinators and their habitat is decreasing rapidly. More green space is required on the
site.
5: AC has a strong Carbon reduction policy. The country village's character is changing to a
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commuter satellite with no community spirit. This will create potentially 100 extra car journeys to
work and back again each day as there is very limited local work and public transport will not get
people to work in time.
6: The number of dogs has increased rapidly with a negative effect on space to exercise them.
This will only get worse as the population increases. The 3 dog waste bins are all located at the
opposite end of the village. There has been no mention of providing additional dog waste bins
anywhere near the 3 phases of building.
I strongly oppose the proposed 49 homes, 20 Bungalows would still give the developer an
opportunity to make a small profit and also provide the council with tax which is the sole purpose
of this proposal anyway.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs Kirsty MacBeath
Address: 7 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I strongly object to this latest planning for the following reasons :
(1) I live on Cluny Meadows with a young family. Under Kirkwood guidelines we are not able to put
up fences to protect our children from the traffic that goes up and down the street, and notably
some traffic is fast. There is also the construction traffic moving around on what is essentially a
single carriageway with one traffic calming measure on the entire street. Most houses are of 2 car
families. This should be acknowledged for the huge increase in traffic that would occur. I would
strongly suggest a visit to the site to see this for yourself. There are so many families that live in
this area, children cross the road all the time. This is a huge danger to them (single carriageway
/volume of cars/construction traffic)
(2) Planning seems to always be approved with one less house that would require the
homebuilder to add local amenities. Don't think this hasn't been noticed. This is disappointing.
(3) Several houses have been on sale in the village in the last few months - is there really a
requirement for more? Has Kirkwood sold all the houses for phase 2?
(4) School capacity - I am aware Alford Academy is nearing capacity already. With the amount of
young children in the village, it is also a worry. The Academy was only built a few years ago.
(5) The access to Cluny Meadows itself is already tight. You can really only have one car turning
in or going out at a time.
(6) There is no continuous pavement along the main part of the street. Again, I would suggest a
visit to the site to see this for yourself.
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(7) There has been a reduction in the amount of green space and walking routes around the
village with phase 2.

(2)
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Iain Smart
Address: 24 Green Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire AB51 7JF

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Mr Iain & Mrs Joyce Smart
24 Green Meadows
Sauchen
Aberdeenshire
AB51 7JF
25th August 2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, we wish to object on the basis of the issues as
more specifically detailed further below.
We want to note that we provide frequent childcare for our young grandchildren who live on Cluny
Meadows and are unable to walk them along the road/make shift pavement to and from school
etc. on the basis that it is currently unsafe. Lorries, waste disposal vehicles and other such large
vehicles have to verge on the 'pavement' making it extremely dangerous, particularly also given
the current volume and speed of cars that utilise the road. In addition to having to attempt to keep
the children on the 'pavement' and cars passing, we also have to manoeuvre round the many cars
parked on the 'pavement'. To suggest that a further 49 houses (effectively 100 cars) in addition
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utilise an already dangerous road is ridiculous. We are aware of the 'track' behind the houses,
which isn't flood lit, therefore unsafe and is not immediately accessible directly from the house.
Furthermore, our cars are frequently parked outside our daughter's house on Cluny Meadows and
Kirkwood lorry drivers in particular have on many occasions had to come to the door and ask for
our cars to be moved as they cannot get passed. Numerous drivers have admitted that the road is
a 'joke' and hate having to come up and down it as if reversing etc they would never see a small
child but also simply cannot get passed if cars are parked on the road.
Also, having lived in Sauchen for 21 years it is absolutely ridiculous that there are no amenities
given its current size, not to mention applying to increase the size by another 49 houses without
even the suggestion of a shop etc. By keeping the number of houses to just below the 50 mark is
a huge reflection of how Kirkwood Homes are cutting corners at every opportunity at the expense
of the current residents and with no thought or care for the future residents.
ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
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DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
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increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)

Item: 5
Page: 83

"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Iain & Joyce Smart
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs Katharine Rankin
Address: 22 Cluny Meadows Sauchen INVERURIE AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
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DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would

Item: 5
Page: 86

rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
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And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Ms Crystal Anderson
Address: South Croft of Upper Sauchen Sauchen AB51 7RP

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to object to the current planning application for the following reasons:
LACK OF REQUIRED INFORMATION
The applicant has not provided services providers with the necessary information for them to
properly assess the suitability of the new development in regards to current legislation and
capacity. For instance:
- Scottish Water states that: it "is unable to confirm capacity currently so to allow us to fully
appraise the proposals we suggest that the applicant completes a Pre-Development Enquiry
(PDE) Form."
- Although "there is currently sufficient capacity for a foul only connection in the SAUCHEN Waste
Water Treatment works to service [the] development", the developer has been informed that
"further investigations may be required to be carried out once a formal application has been
submitted to us." [my emphasis]
Infrastructure Services Road Development states that "Insufficient information has been submitted
to comment on this application."
REFUSAL OF SURFACE WATER CONNECTIONS BY SCOTTISH W ATER
Scottish Water has refused the surface water connections in the proposed plan: "For reasons of
sustainability and to protect our customers from potential future sewer flooding, Scottish Water will
not accept any surface water connections into our combined sewer system."
EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
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Infrastructure Services Road Development requires that "The emergency access must be
adoptable", but the emergency access crosses private land. Can the Council confirm that the
emergency access will be adopted should the development be given planning permission?
Also, having only the one main road into the estate leaves the estate susceptible to being blocked
off by flooding, as it was in January 2016. In February of 2018, a UK Government press release
states that "climate change means more frequent flooding" and page 24 of the HM Government
National Risk Register 2020 Edition states: "the UK's Climate Change Risk Assessment, last
published in 2017, highlighted that more intense rainfall, more extreme weather and wetter winters
are projected to increase the threat of damage and disruption as a result of all types of flooding."
In light of this, it would be extremely prudent to include a second access road. As Mr Forbes,
suggests in his statement to the Council:
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the
proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council,
and importantly, would provide an access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the
Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the
flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
DISABILITY AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESSIBILITY
Article 2.10.2 of The New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 Code of Practice for the Coordination of Works in Roads Version 1.0 (April 2013) states that "There are additional duties on
roads authorities; for instance Sections 20 to 21 of the Equality Act 2010 give disabled people a
right of access to goods, facilities, services and premises. By providing integrated and accessible
transport and a barrier-free pedestrian environment, local traffic and roads authorities will help
deliver this right and fulfil their obligations."
Although this development includes pavements, the intended access road to this development
from a previous development does not. This means that people with mobility disabilities who move
into this new section will not have safe and barrier free access to the rest of the village along this
road.
As well, people with mobility disabilities living on a side of the road without pavements must cross
the road to get to a safe pavement. This does not equate to a barrier free pedestrian environment
makes the estate more dangerous.
Further to the disadvantage to people with disabilities, a lack of pavements on one side of the
street means that the street will be more dangerous for the children who a) will not have safe
pavements on their side of the road, and b) have to cross the road to get a pavement. With the
amount of houses in the space, there will be a lot of traffic, especially during school and rush
hours. Having no buffer for small children is a very foolish thing, indeed.
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Finally, human nature guarantees that people and children will take the closest route they can to
go to the park and to see their friends in other parts of the village. I agree with Mr Forbes that
pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private road and can the Council
ensure access in perpetuity? As things stand at the moment, the applicant is assuming that the
present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it) will tolerate the
intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate.
OPEN SPACE, PLAY AREAS, AND LACK OF COMMUNITY CENTRE
I object to the current iteration of this application on the grounds that the Council is relegating our
community to merely a commuter village - a village without a heart. This housing development is
on the only land left in the village that could provide space for a community centre. There is a
great desire within the community for a central space that will bring people together. Further to
this, there is no space in the community for older teenagers. A community hub building would
rectify this. The Council is showing a lack of heart and foresight by allowing Sauchen Village to
expand without such a space.
As well, there is no provision in the development to increase the play areas for younger children or
for adding to the play equipment in the current park, which is heavily used by the community.
Surely developers should have a social responsibility when increasing the size of a community.
Especially since the current park is quite distant from the development and since the children do
not have pavement or green spaces to play on, such as in the original development of Green
Meadows.
Finally, should the application go ahead, lighting needs to be added to the pathway surrounding
the path to make it a safe space, especially in the winter. Please confirm that the path will be a
hard surface that allows people with mobility disabilities (e.g., wheelchair users) to use the path.
EDUCATION
I object to the application on the grounds that Alford Academy, of which Cluny Primary is a feeder
school, is already at capacity.
ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD
The Council's own standards for road adoption and requirements have been contravened by
allowing the lack of pavement on a core road into the housing estate
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf The document points to the access road requiring to be a "Core Road"
(P45).
Note: A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
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footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived." And in addition (p45, Section
12.5. Verges) "A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Neither condition has been met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and
the sides of the road are mostly private gardens in stage one of this development.
The current traffic problems engendered by the single-track section will be exacerbated and the
danger to pedestrians who will have no pavement is untenable should the new development go
ahead without a second road. I strongly recommend that, if they have not yet done so, the planner
in charge of this application go in person to the site to see this for themselves.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Iain McKenzie
Address: Rothens Monymusk Inverurie AB517JA

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Cluny school will soon be inadequate with all these houses. No local shops, and all
these houses getting built where there has been plenty of floods before.
All in the name of profit though.
Kind regards,
Concerned neighbouring villager.
Iain McKenzie
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs S G Anthony
Address: Dalherrick Croft Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7RP

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:This is utterly ridiculous. The school does not have the capacity for these numbers. This
is countryside not surburbia or Urban sprawl. Develop elsewhere where it makes more sense
please,
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Miss Katie Donald
Address: 3 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Ab51 7jh

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Object due to ruining scenic environment and increasing pollution.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Stewart Yeoman
Address: 10 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:RE: APP/2021/1688Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated InfrastructurePhase
3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam, With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE In the plan for the estate, emergency access is
assumed to be via a road on the SW side. This road however links into, and is wholly dependent
on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be sensible and
practical to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed
temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and
importantly, would provide an access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side of the Cluny
Burn. This would provide a redundancy option should the main road is blocked for any reason
(parked cars & traffic, mentioned further below) including flooding - as in the flooding event of Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access to
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being the quickest way of getting to the
park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side of
phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
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will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate.
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for any pedestrians (going against the developers plan of developing "family homes"). The
removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the driver and the
pedestrian, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers, cyclists etc.
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, (unusable in winter) thus
making it effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses" - what is the
figure and how was this calculated? There are a number of significant housing developments
applied for/been approved by the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant
one being the 33 houses at Millbank (APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the
Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity
problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans are
being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be sensible for the children's sake, the future of
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Sauchen and surrounding areas that the ability to provide them with a fit education is put in place
first? As it stands, it appears that the council would rather react after the event, and in the process
deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating during this
reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people, children and pedestrians alike.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45). A Core Road thus must have
(again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road may the requirements for any footway be waived."
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And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
As it stands there are a number of cars which park on the access road, add to this site
traffic/delivery/service vehicles and visitors to property the road is already beginning to see the
effects.
I would also like to highlight to the objections previously issued by the Community Council, which
would appear to have been totally ignored by the planning department, SEPA, and Scottish Water.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Melanie and Phillip Byrne
Address: 8 Bennachie Gardens Sauchen AB51 7JG

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:We would like to keep Sauchen as a small, rural development to ensure it remains a
safe space for kids to learn and grow. Adding more houses without additional amenities like play
parks, additional school facilities, additional dedicated green spaces, paved walkways, etc., only
creates an overcrowded rural community that loses its rural benefits of open space, a smaller
population and quieter road traffic.

Item: 5
Page: 100

Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Scott Mitchell
Address: 11 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB517JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:As commented previously regarding the road layout on the 1st phase doesn't suport the
current phase of houses being build without the 3rd phase being considered.
There must be discussion to have another exit rather than up to 200 vehicles using a single road
with only one exit for emergency requirements.
Would like to see a copy of the Risk Assessment on how this is being managed approved from the
home
Owners rather than persons who reside out with.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Fiona Agnew
Address: 9 Cluny Meadows Sauchen AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues detailed below.
ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
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will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
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are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the

Item: 5
Page: 104

carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr William Shand
Address: Beech Cottage The Lane Inverurie AB51 7PA

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:As a family we have lived in Sauchen for over 33 years. When we moved to the village,
there were approximately 40 homes. If the application for this current phase of building (49 homes)
gets the go ahead, then that will bring the amount of homes to close on 250. That's an increase of
over 500%, a substantial increase to what was a small rural village.
Whilst I accept the need for housing, I don't accept that any development should go ahead without
careful consideration given to the impact that each new phase will have on the village.
Since the very first phase of development back in the early 90's, there was always an expectation
that as more houses were built, that perhaps there would be some sort of payback for the village
residents by way of extra amenities. Sadly not. There seemed only to be an appetite to build as
many houses as possible. Apart from a mains sewage network, which had to be installed in any
case to service the increase in new homes, and some small upgrade to the playpark, nothing extra
has been made available. In fact I would go as far as to say, there are areas of the village which
are now starting to look neglected and unkept. Green spaces well overgrown, un-swept road
verges and excessive weed growth, broken wooden fencing at various locations, water
accumulation by telephone box when it rains, and unmade temporary water run off which was
created during the flood of 2016 when the village was cut-off has just been left.
The latest phase for another 49 houses at Cluny Meadows is now causing concerns for the
residents already living there. As well as the likelihood that there will be no additional amenities or
improvements provided for the village, the residents now have serious concerns about the location
of this latest development. These centre around the following:
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ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side.
This road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route?
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the
proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)?
That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an access to the estate
from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the
flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1).
As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses,
thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been
a pavement provided on both sides.
This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of an inclusive
estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the driver and the child,
thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the
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village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter where
the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface?
The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of the planned estate) is just a dirt
track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively inaccessible for those
disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but
somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses".
However, there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by
the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at
Millbank (APP/2020/2569).
These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over capacity (plus
exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department?
If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans are being put
in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require building
development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic environment.
Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to provide them with a fit education is
put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the process
deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating during this
reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
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inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event).
Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these amendments are passed in
England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football.
The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big enough.
The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces an
adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents cannot let their
children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous
(lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements.
As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road.
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How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does there
need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
My house is located on the lane leading from the Main St. so a number of the issues above will not
directly impact me, but I do support the residents of Cluny Meadows who have raised their
concerns. Being situated close to the Main St. it is clear that there is an increase in traffic flow
through the village. With the play park being situated adjacent to the Main St. this brings obvious
safety concerns for children making their way to the park. Perhaps another mode of traffic calming
besides the 30mph speed limit should be considered.
Action needs to be taken by Aberdeenshire Council to protect the village from serious
overdevelopment and the consequences that it will bring.
Regards
Bill Shand
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr William Shand
Address: Beech Cottage The Lane Inverurie AB51 7PA

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:As a family we have lived in Sauchen for over 33 years. When we moved to the village,
there were approximately 40 homes. If the application for this current phase of building (49 homes)
gets the go ahead, then that will bring the amount of homes to close on 250. That's an increase of
over 500%, a substantial increase to what was a small rural village.
Whilst I accept the need for housing, I don't accept that any development should go ahead without
careful consideration given to the impact that each new phase will have on the village.
Since the very first phase of development back in the early 90's, there was always an expectation
that as more houses were built, that perhaps there would be some sort of payback for the village
residents by way of extra amenities. Sadly not. There seemed only to be an appetite to build as
many houses as possible. Apart from a mains sewage network, which had to be installed in any
case to service the increase in new homes, and some small upgrade to the playpark, nothing extra
has been made available. In fact I would go as far as to say, there are areas of the village which
are now starting to look neglected and unkept. Green spaces well overgrown, un-swept road
verges and excessive weed growth, broken wooden fencing at various locations, water
accumulation by telephone box when it rains, and unmade temporary water run off which was
created during the flood of 2016 when the village was cut-off has just been left.
The latest phase for another 49 houses at Cluny Meadows is now causing concerns for the
residents already living there. As well as the likelihood that there will be no additional amenities or
improvements provided for the village, the residents now have serious concerns about the location
of this latest development. These centre around the following:
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ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side.
This road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route?
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the
proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)?
That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an access to the estate
from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the
flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1).
As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses,
thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been
a pavement provided on both sides.
This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of an inclusive
estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the driver and the child,
thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the
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village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter where
the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface?
The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of the planned estate) is just a dirt
track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively inaccessible for those
disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but
somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses".
However, there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by
the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at
Millbank (APP/2020/2569).
These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over capacity (plus
exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department?
If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans are being put
in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require building
development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic environment.
Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to provide them with a fit education is
put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the process
deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating during this
reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
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inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event).
Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these amendments are passed in
England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football.
The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big enough.
The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces an
adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents cannot let their
children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous
(lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements.
As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road.
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How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does there
need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
My house is located on the lane leading from the Main St. so a number of the issues above will not
directly impact me, but I do support the residents of Cluny Meadows who have raised their
concerns. Being situated close to the Main St. it is clear that there is an increase in traffic flow
through the village. With the play park being situated adjacent to the Main St. this brings obvious
safety concerns for children making their way to the park. Perhaps another mode of traffic calming
besides the 30mph speed limit should be considered.
Action needs to be taken by Aberdeenshire Council to protect the village from serious
overdevelopment and the consequences that it will bring.
Regards
Bill Shand
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs Hannah Leith
Address: 1 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I object to this development on the following points;
1. The development has 1 access road, which is primarily single carriageway with no pavements.
This is extremely dangerous for all of the community, in particular those with young children which
is the majority of houses within Cluny Meadows itself. As mentioned by other members of the
community, I would strongly suggest that all people involved within the planning decision visit the
existing street and see how dangerous the set-up is. It really is an accident waiting to happen.
2. Even at the entrance to Cluny Meadows where the road is able to accommodate 2 cars passing
each other, we regularly see large vehicles (delivery & construction) having to mount the
pavement right at our front door, where our young children can be, in order to get passed each
other. Even if an additional entrance is created for construction traffic for phase 3, other delivery &
services vehicles will have to continue to do this. We have video and photo evidence of this
happening, and we have also reported this to Kirkwood Homes several times.
3. The road is easily blocked with delivery vehicles, tankers, bin lorries etc, this is only to increase
with additional houses and is concerning when considering how accessible the road would be for
emergency vehicles.
4. The go ahead of phase 3 would greatly reduce the open/green space in the village. The
provision of a small unlit path around the new developments is almost useless, especially over
darker/winter months.
5. With the additional houses being proposed here, and further big developments proposed for the
likes of Millbank and Alford, this is going to create an even bigger strain on the capacity problems
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at Alford Academy.
The proposed developments in Sauchen & Millbank are also going to greatly impact the schooling
provision at Cluny Primary, and most likely push it over capacity.
6. No consideration to adding local amenities to Sauchen appears to have been considered, which
is really disappointing. The planning appears to have 1 house less than would be required for local
amenities & alternative access routes, some would say this seems a little coincidental...
7. The flood risk for this development has to be considered. The flooding in January 2016
completely cut the village off, with the water reaching very close to the first development. It is my
understanding that Phase 1 houses are deemed high risk of flooding from the burn, Phase 2 & 3
are both much closer to the burn therefore must be considered extremely high risk.
The developer, Kirkwood Homes, and the council will be greatly letting down the current residents
of Cluny Meadows, and the village as a whole if this is passed without even the consideration of
an additional & permanent access route. Please consider the residents of Sauchen, and make the
right decision rather than continually supporting a developer who clearly does not have an interest
in supporting the local community.
Mr & Mrs Leith
1 Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, AB51 7JH

Item: 5
Page: 117

Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs Elaine Smith
Address: 15 The Linton Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7LG

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Elaine Smith
15 The Linton
Sauchen
AB51 7LG
25 August 2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
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the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
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inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
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road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Elaine Smith
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Ms Fiona Mcwhirr
Address: Lochgair Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7QR

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I object to the plans for the following reasons:
Lack of infrastructure - from adequate pavements throughout the village to lack of open space and
play areas for children to no meeting place for the growing population. There is a 40 minute-plus
round trip by car to the nearest shops. Are there any other villages of this size in Aberdeenshire
with as few facilities/infrastructure?
Lack of public transport links - build new houses in settlements with rail links or closer to the
western peripheral route. If Goverment policy is to reduce emissions, housing/planning policy
should feed into this instead of being in contradiction to it.
There have been several instances lately of petty vandalism in the village and at Cluny Primary
which are no doubt linked to the two points above - lack of anything for teenagers to do in the area
and lack of opportunity for them to travel elsewhere to take advantage of facilities.
School provision - Alford Academy is at capacity and Cluny Primary will likely reach capacity when
the new homes already given approval in the catchment area are completed.
The settlement at Chapeltown is an example of where planning should be going rather than
slapping another 10/20/30 houses a time onto existing villages regardless of any other factors.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Glenn Adcook
Address: 22 Abercrombie Court Prospect Road Westhill AB32 6FE

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I write to express Osprey Housing's formal support for the above application by
Kirkwood Homes Ltd and ask that this is recommended for and approved by Garioch Area
Committee.
Osprey Housing have a long and very positive working relationship with Kirkwood Homes Ltd on a
number of projects across Aberdeenshire to deliver much needed local and accessible affordable
housing as part of their overall development projects.
We worked with Kirkwood Homes to deliver high quality provision in Phase 2 of the Sauchen
development and we are now working on delivery of the 12 affordable units in the phase which is
subject of this application. The project is in accordance with the approved masterplan for this
allocated site and indeed only differs from the recently approved Stewart Milne application
APP/2020/1259 through a change of house design.
We look forward to the approval of this development as a matter of urgency to allow provision of
much needed affordable homes to serve the local area.
Yours sincerely,
Glenn Adcook
CEO Osprey Housing Association
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs Linda Barclay
Address: Fresta Cottage Main Street Sauchen AB51 7LN

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I object to the plan to build 49 additional houses for the reasons below.
The proposed site is clearly sited on a flood plain. The UN's International Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) states we have now reached a 'code red for humanity'. A new International
Climate Assessment dated 9 August 2021 warns that with temperatures set to rise by 1.5C by
2040, rainfall is projected to increase in intensity by 10.5%. The report reveals the warming is
already affecting weather extremes with recent heatwaves in Greece, North America or the floods
in Germany and China. SEPA's 200 year flood plain plan is now a 10-20 year flood plain.
Therefore I propose that the row of houses on greenbelt nearest the riverbank is left undeveloped
(IPCC Sixth Assessment Report.get the data).
Traffic entering the proposed development is not well thought out endangering the safety of people
as they have to walk on the road for lack of a pavement. The road is too narrow for the size of the
housing scheme and with the increase in size and frequency of vehicles using it. Online shopping
is frequently delivered, visitors coming and going, bin lorries, postman, tradesmen, factoring
services with trailers, removal lorries, oil delivery tankers are frequently navigating through this
insignificant access road.
The NE side of the scheme has 12 terraced family houses all set next to and opposite each other.
The houses are small with small gardens space is tight with no regard to outside space and quality
of living in such close proximity. Is this what Kirkwood means by 'intimate' development! This will
lead to an intimate traffic bottleneck. Suggest splitting up some of the houses and dividing then
along the cul de sac which would be more in keeping with the look of the scheme.
The village can be viewed from the Alford Road and the development is clearly visible. I suggest a
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band of trees be planted along the NW length of the path before Mill of Sauchen as a contribution
to offsetting the additional co2 from the additional traffic generated by the scheme and adding to
the green look on the approach to Sauchen. The village has its own character and charm with its
historic granite buildings church, school and post office and its Main Street lined with detached
bungalows sets it apart from other bustling towns and villages. There is an air of contentment and
people are friendly. However, it is lin danger of losing its character and becoming a satellite
village. The green space is getting smaller while the population gets larger with facilities practically
non existent. We make the most of our enjoyment of the outdoors but it is being compromised. We
are proud of our village: people are often seen going out for a stroll; walking their dogs; families
and groups of children playing in the park; people jogging or cycling. Sauchen's residents enjoy
life in the country. But our green space is getting smaller. Sauchen Park is our only social facility
and it is often crowded with not enough space for everyone. Developers take note, you don't have
to build another 49 houses, 20 would be more manageable. Especially as there a real risk of them
flooding. There has already been too much houses built in a short space of time. What we need is
another park or village green.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Miss Suzanne McLean
Address: 10 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan. My objection is
linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
Proposed emergency access is supposedly via a road located on the SW side. This road however
links into, and is wholly dependent on access from a private road.
The emergency access road located at the NW side of Phase 1 using roads wholly owned by the
council.
There is no guarantee that access will always be available when the council does not have
ownership rights over the entire route.
As proposed in (APP/2021/1690) a permanent road link / core road in the area of the proposed
road/bridge would be a much more viable solution to provide access to the estate from the NE
side of the Cluny Burn.
From a practical stance, this would also provide redundancy for potential flooding if the village was
to be blocked off - as witnessed in January 2016 when the village was temporarily cut-off /blocked.
This also directly contravenes the council's own 'Standards For Road Construction Consent and
Adoption Policy' and requirements.
standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_adoption_issue_c01.pdf (aberdeenshire.gov.uk)
The above referenced document (Page 33, Section 12.4 - Footways) details:
Page 33, Section 12.1- Function:
"Where a CORE ROAD is not a loop and serves more than 50 but less than 100 dwellings, an
emergency access route must be provided."
"Where a CORE ROAD serves in excess of 100 houses it MUST have at least TWO points of
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access."
ISSUE 2 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY / ACCESS TO
ESTATE VIA SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is unacceptable that access to circa 80 houses (including the 49 planned here) via a single-track
road in Cluny Meadows (Phase 1), which has no permanent pavements is being considered as a
viable solution.
The lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to be used safely by any pedestrian, let
alone anyone with disabilities or children.
This also directly contravenes the council's own 'Standards For Road Construction Consent and
Adoption Policy' and requirements.
standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_adoption_issue_c01.pdf (aberdeenshire.gov.uk)
Page 33, Section 12.2- Layout:
"Where a cul-de-sac greater than 110m long is permitted it should incorporate a turning circle."
Page 33, Section 12.4- Footways:
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide shall be provided on each side of the carriageway.
However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a footway on the
opposite side of the road may be relaxed.
Page 42, Table 15.4 - Design Criteria for Core Road
"Footways - 2m footway - Required on both sides of the road."
Page 33, Section 12.5- Verges:
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Currently there is no continuous pavement along the main street of Phase 1, in the new
development there is only provision for a pavement on one side of the road only. The current and
proposed lack of pavements provides significant exposure to everyone in the development parents pushing prams, those with disabilities and young children increasing exposure to traffic,
and currently an increased volume of traffic going up and down Phase 1.
Currently access to Cluny Meadows itself is already tight, the street is primarily a single
carriageway with limited access ways for two cars to pass each other. You can only have one car
turning in or going out at a time and regularly large delivery and construction vehicles have to
mount the pavement to get turned or pass each other, this is not ideal and certainly a safety
concern for those with children who play in their front garden on the main street on Cluny
Meadows. The road to Cluny Meadows is getting busier and is regularly blocked with delivery
vehicles, oil tankers and bin lorries - this will only increase with access to all streets via one main
road.
ISSUE 3 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
Pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access to the SW side via the
proposed emergency access - this being the quickest way of getting to the park / walking the main
street for open space. The next available option of getting out of the estate is the long walk to the
emergency access at the NW side of phase 1.
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Pedestrian access is dependent on having access over a private road, which may not be tolerated
by current or future owners / residents on this road. As a home owner I would not will tolerate
intense pedestrian usage that will likely follow on completion of the estate.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this space is more or less useless in the wetter and darker months for most of the
estate community, where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any
dog walkers, joggers, cyclists etc.
The current path is currently not fully in use as it currently cuts into the planned estate is a dirt
track that is very muddy in wet weather and mostly unusable in winter) thus making it effectively
inaccessible for anyone on the estate but especially for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
Can it be confirmed that the current proposed path will have an all-weather surface, suitable for all
weather conditions? As part of the 'Equality Act 2010' (which supercedes the 'Disability
Discrimination Act 1995 (DDA)') this needs to be confirmed to ensure that everyone has the
opportunity to enjoy what is left of the open / green space.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
There are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity whilst in turn making worse the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy, which
is a worry considering the school was only built a few years ago.
It is stated that, 'There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses' - Can this
figure be shared and guidance provided on how was this calculated?
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, they are then knowingly placing the schools over capacity, can you share what
mitigation plans are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be
passed now to ensure that the increasing capacity in the Alford Academy catchment area will not
impact on the education of those due to attend there.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
The intense development of the estate with small or minimal garden space will also have a
detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of
useable open space around the estate, will effectively force young children to use the park for any
group activities like football, rugby, socialising. The park is already heavily used and many in the
village already comment that it's not big enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate,
so safe use of it by children (young children) effectively forces an adult to be present. There is
something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents cannot let their children play
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next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous due to lack of
pavements and constant flow of heavy construction vehicles.
There has been no consideration to adding local amenities to Sauchen, which is really
disappointing. Also it does not go unnoticed that the planning application appears to have 1 house
less than would be required for to provide local amenities & alternative access routes which some
would say this seems a little coincidental.
The developer, Kirkwood Homes, and the council will be greatly letting down the current residents
of Cluny Meadows, and the village as a whole if this is passed without even the consideration of
an additional & permanent access route. I would also like to highlight to the objections previously
issued by the Community Council, which appear to have been totally ignored by the planning
department, SEPA, and Scottish Water.
Please consider the residents of Sauchen, and make the right decision rather than continually
supporting a developer who clearly does not have an interest in supporting the local community.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs Brenda Tunstall
Address: Glenault Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7PB

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Mr Robert & Mrs Brenda Tunstall
Glenault
Sauchen
Inverurie
AB51 7PB
26th August 2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, we wish to object to the plan.
Our objection is linked to a number of issues as follows:ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
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the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
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the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively

Item: 5
Page: 132

forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards

Robert & Brenda Tunstall
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mrs Kim Wilson
Address: 17 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues, which are detailed more fully below. I want to
emphasise that given I am a property lawyer that I am usually in favour of property development,
however due to the issues raised further below and that of the other residents of Sauchen and out
with, I am absolutely against such an application.
Specifically, due to the unsuitability and dangerous nature of the single track road running through
Cluny Meadows for not only my 2 young children but the residents of Sauchen in general.
There is a huge question mark in the first place of how the road got passed for Phase 1, never
mind to be utilised for Phase 2 and now applied to be used for Phase 3 and an extra 100 cars
plus.
This application by Kirkwood Homes is looking to cut corners at every opportunity and the Council
need to take action to ensure that such an application is rejected and therefore lodged in the future
by other builders etc. The fact that the application is for 49 houses (just below the 50 threshold) for
amenities to then be accounted for is again ridiculous. The general feedback from people I know
thinking about moving to Sauchen is that it is 'nice but there are no amenities..'.
The addition of the 49 houses would be detrimental to the current residents of Sauchen and
therefore the issues raised need to be taken into account.
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ISSUE 1 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan
2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side
of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it)
will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have
they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3 - PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those
with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided
on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development
of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4 - PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
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path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5 - EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses". However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council
for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the children's sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
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desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like
football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big
enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively
forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the
road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7 - ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses
(including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent
pavements. As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, it's obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
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The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does
there need to be intervention from our local MSP's/MP's on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Kimberley Wilson
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Alan Leitch
Address: 14 Main Street Sauchen AB517JU

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:My main reasons for objection are:
1. The development has one single-track access road with no pavements. This is extremely
dangerous for the residents and in particular children. This is an accident waiting to happen.
Would suggest an urgent site visit by committee members to see for themselves. Not sure how
this was approved in the first place.
2. As mentioned on numerous occasions in this application and previous developments the lack of
infrastructure in Sauchen is nearly non existent. This is the third development totalling 91 houses
by Kirkwood homes with no additional amenities or improvements. This needs to be addressed in
the latest development.
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Nicola Anderson
Address: 2 Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire AB517JH

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:When we bought our house in 2014 we were advised that a further 27 houses would be
built, which we accepted. Never was there any mention of a further 49 houses.
The current situation with the new houses going up makes that whole area look cramped and
Cluny Meadows is a street that narrows, which is not well designed to tolerate the increased
number if vehicles.
The addition of a further 49 houses is just going to absolutely ruin the area for everyone. I feel that
the way in which the phases have been done, along with giving each phase a different street
name has been a very deliberate and sneaky way to erect almost 100 houses without the need to
address the issue of a more satisfactory road structure. With only one entry/exit point what
happens if there happens to be any sort of incident that requires the road to be closed off or as
happened in 2016(?) when Main Street flooded at Sauchen House which resulted in no access to
Cluny Meadows?
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Application Number: APP/2021/1688
Address: Phase 3 Land At Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows Sauchen Aberdeenshire
Proposal: Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Case Officer: Stuart Newlands

Name: Mr Scott Benzie
Address: 26 The Linton Sauchen Inverurie AB51 7LF

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Firstly, I trust that my data is handled in accordance with GDPR requirements.
There are a number of issues which require review and addressing prior to any approval of this
application.
To ensure visibility and transparency, there should be a planned visit and open discussion from
Planning Committee, Developer, Councillors, Local Politicians (MP's, MSP's) and existing
residents. Suggest that these are those who truly influence the decision rather than offering
sacrificial lambs.
Those who make the decisions around this application should properly consider all public
comments, carefully look at themselves in the mirror and be able to truthfully state that the
application, as it stands, is appropriate from a societal, community and environmental basis.
1 - PROVISION OF SUITABLE ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE
Per submitted plans, there is only a single access and egress point for all current and planned
properties using the existing road through Phase 1 of this development.
This single access is narrow, has no pavements and is already challenged to deal with volumes of
traffic given the minimal layout - no pavements. From a risk and HSES standpoint this is
inappropriate. Not only does this risk pedestrians, but it also has a negative environmental / health
impact on those residents who will be subject to notable numbers of passing vehicles, which will
typically be those using an internal combustion engine.
This contravenes the council's own standards for road adoption and requirements.
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a "Core Road" (P45). A Core Road thus must have
(again P45, Section 12.4)
"A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road may the requirements for any footway be waived."
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
"A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided."
A simple visit to the site will clearly identify that that neither condition has been met as there is no
permanent pavement on either side of the existing road. The existing sides of the road are mainly
private gardens.
The developer already knows it's not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage
road.
It may be that the Council are not adhering to their own rules in this regard.
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).

2 - EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE.
Within the plan, emergency access is assumed to be via a road on the SW side. This road
however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate used
roads wholly owned by the council.
There is no guarantee that this emergency access will be available in perpetuity, given the council
does not have ownership rights for this route. As before, the pragmatic, safe solution is to have a
permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)? That
road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an access to the estate from
the NE side, opposing side of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a redundancy option should the
main road is blocked for any reason (parked cars & traffic, mentioned further below) including
flooding - as in the flooding event of Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
3 - REMOVAL OF GREEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving a narrow strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate and broader community,
especially in the winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for
any dog walkers, joggers, cyclists etc.
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In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface - the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, (unusable in winter) thus
making it effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
4 - COMMUNITY CONTRIBUTION
To date, none of the developments within Sauchen appear to have been required to make a
contribution back into the heart of very 'community' they have created. Whilst contributions to
recycling facilities in areas out-with the village - which require a drive (environmental impact) - are
welcome, both developers and planning need to consider Social & Community Responsibility
within all such applications.
To this end, Planning should look very closely at tangible £ contributions towards the expansion of
community facilities, not least Cluny Primary School facilities and public transport infrastructure which is very limited currently.
4 - PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access to
the SW side via the proposed emergency access - that being the quickest way of getting to the
existing park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW
side of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over
a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the homes located on it)
will tolerate potentially high levels of pedestrian usage.
5 - DISCRIMINATION AGAINST IMPAIRED / DISABLED
In the plan, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. This may negatively
impact safe access to the estate for those with impairments/disabilities - in contravention of the
requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces people to cross over
the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic
which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided on both sides. This
direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of an inclusive
estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for any pedestrians (going against the developers plan of developing "family homes"). The
removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the driver and the
pedestrian, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
6 - EDUCATION PROVISION
Given the intended property offerings, this proposed estate is aimed primarily at families, more
than likely with multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already
acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses
it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that "There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
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accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses" - what is the
figure and how was this calculated? There are a number of significant housing developments
applied for/been approved by the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant
one being the 33 houses at Millbank (APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the
Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity
problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans are
being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be sensible for the children's sake, the future of
Sauchen and surrounding areas that the ability to provide them with a fit education is put in place
first? As it stands, it appears that the council would rather react after the event, and in the process
deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating during this
reaction phase.
7 - OVERDEVELOPMENT
The proposed plan suggests 'pack as many in as we can, as this results in more profit'. Whilst
profit is not a bad thing for continued economic prosperity, greed certainly is.
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being
waste ground), effectively forces use of the existing park for any outdoor activities. The park is
already heavily used and many in the village already comment that it's not big enough. The park is
also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces an adult to be
present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents cannot let
their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small, the road plan is too dangerous
(lack of pavements etc) and there are no actual 'recreation' areas visible within the plan. The
existing development got a 'token play-area', which has now gone due to construction work.
As it stands there are a number of cars which park on the access road, add to this site
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traffic/delivery/service vehicles and visitors to property the road is already beginning to see the
effects.
Objections along these lines were previously issued and submitted by the Community Council.
These appear to have been totally ignored by Planning, SEPA, and Scottish Water.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Objection to Planning Application APP/2021/1688
18 August 2021 14:55:05
Sauchen Phase 3 Planning Objection.docx

Hi,
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thank you,
Claire
From: Hugh Falcone
Sent: 18 August 2021 13:45
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Objection to Planning Application APP/2021/1688
Please find attached my objection the the subject matter planning application:

Regards
Hugh Falconer
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Hugh Falconer
3 Margaret Allan Grove
Sauchen
Inverurie
AB51 7JW
18 August 2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.

ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This road
however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses roads
wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when the
council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan 2016
which saw the village cut-off.

ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of getting to the
park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side of
phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private
road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is assuming
that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it) will tolerate
the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have they gotten
any written legal guarantees of this?
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ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those with
disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided on
both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of
an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.

ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface  the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.

ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses. However, there
are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council for the
Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to
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provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.

ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being waste
ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like football. The
park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its not big enough. The
park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces an adult
to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents
cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is
too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).

ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements. As
proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely by
disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the carriageway.
However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a footway on the
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opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated footpath system, and it
can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the access road, may the
requirements for any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither condition has been met
as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are mostly
private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does there need
to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the proposed
haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).

I would also like to draw your attention to the objections previously issued by the Community
Council, which would appear to have been totally ignored by the planning department, SEPA, and
Scottish Water.
Regards
Hugh Falconer
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
23 August 2021 09:46:33

Morning,
Please can you log as a rep for the above application.
Thank you,
Claire

From: Euan Slate
Sent: 20 August 2021 17:59
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Cc: Emma
Subject: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
Euan Slater
12 Main Street
Sauchen
Aberdeenshire
AB51 7JU
20th August, 2021
RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side.
This road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route?
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the
proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)?
That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an access to the
estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the
flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access
on the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of
getting to the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at
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the NW side of phase 1).
As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on
it) will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY
ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses,
thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there
been a pavement provided on both sides.
This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of an
inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more
dangerous for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the driver and the
child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter where
the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community
feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the
path will have an all-weather surface?
The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of the planned estate) is just a dirt
track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively inaccessible for those
disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely
with multiple primary/secondary school age children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but
somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses.
However, there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by
the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at
Millbank (APP/2020/2569).
These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over capacity (plus
exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
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Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department?
If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans are being put
in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require building
development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic environment.
Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to provide them with a fit education
is put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the process
deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating during this
reaction phase.
ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden
space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious,
tree lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-placesset-out-at-landmark-design-event).
Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these amendments are passed in
England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate
(being waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities
like football.
The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its not big
enough.
The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces
an adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents cannot let their
children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous
(lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements.
As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_an
d_adoption_issue_c01.pdf
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That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the
single-track section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary
haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does there
need to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Euan and Emma Slater
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public objection - planning application APP/2021/1688
23 August 2021 10:21:32

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

From: Kim Walton
Sent: 20 August 2021 21:28
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Public objection - planning application APP/2021/1688
Kim Walton
35 The Linton
Sauchen
Aberdeenshire
AB51 7LG
20/08/2021
RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side.
This road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route?
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the
proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)?
That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an access to the
estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the
flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access
on the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of
getting to the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at
the NW side of phase 1).
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As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on
it) will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY
ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses,
thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there
been a pavement provided on both sides.
This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of an
inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more
dangerous for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the driver and the
child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter where
the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community
feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the
path will have an all-weather surface?
The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of the planned estate) is just a dirt
track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively inaccessible for those
disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely
with multiple primary/secondary school age children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but
somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses.
However, there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by
the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at
Millbank (APP/2020/2569).
These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over capacity (plus
exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
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department?
If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans are being put
in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require building
development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic environment.
Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to provide them with a fit education
is put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the process
deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating during this
reaction phase.
ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden
space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious,
tree lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-placesset-out-at-landmark-design-event).
Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these amendments are passed in
England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate
(being waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities
like football.
The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its not big
enough.
The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces
an adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents cannot let their
children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous
(lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements.
As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_an
d_adoption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45).
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A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the
single-track section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary
haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does there
need to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Kim Walton
Sent from Sky Yahoo Mail on Android
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
23 August 2021 10:22:21

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

From: Colin Struther
Sent: 21 August 2021 07:32
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
Colin Struthers
26 Green Meadows
Sauchen
AB51 7JF
21/08/21
RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW
side.
This road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private
road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the
estate uses roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be
available when the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route?
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in
the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)?
That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by
flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on
having access on the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by
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far the quickest way of getting to the park (the next available option being a long
walk up to the emergency access at the NW side of phase 1).
As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning
applicant is assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road
(and the houses located on it) will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will
ensue after the completion of the estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the
road.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for
disabled people, in contravention of the requirements of the Disability
Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half
of the houses, thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have
been the case had there been a pavement provided on both sides.
This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the
development of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate
more dangerous for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic
accident.
ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area
left in the village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate,
this containing a simple path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for
any dog walkers, joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be
confirmed that the path will have an all-weather surface?
The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of the planned
estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it
effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more
than likely with multiple primary/secondary school age children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford
Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not their problem.
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They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny
Primary School to accommodate the likely number of children generated by the
additional 49 houses.
However, there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been
approved by the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant
one being the 33 houses at Millbank (APP/2020/2569).
These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over
capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the
education department?
If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require
building development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic
environment.
Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to provide them with a
fit education is put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the
process deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need
educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have
minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to
houses with additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work
regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the
moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned
that prospective employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in
the future, are not going to be inspired to move/live in the area when the new
estates being built are not reflecting their own desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for
more spacious, tree lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/visionfor-building-beautiful-places-set-out-at-landmark-design-event).
Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these amendments are
passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village
as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the
estate (being waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for
any group activities like football.
The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its
not big enough.
The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children
effectively forces an adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents
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cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and
the road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91
houses (including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has
no permanent pavements.
As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible
to use safely by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and
requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_constructio
n_consent_and_adoption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of
the carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the
requirement for a footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only
where there is a segregated footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that
pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the access road, may the requirements for
any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither
condition has been met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the
road and the sides of the road are mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic
problems the single-track section has created are forcing them to propose, at
significant cost, a temporary haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so?
Does there need to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure
compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core
road access is provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the
same location as the proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Colin Struthers
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
23 August 2021 10:29:08

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

From: Lorrayne Faga
Sent: 21 August 2021 13:18
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Colin Struther
Date: 21 August 2
To: Lorrayne Faga
Subject: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688


Lorrayne Fagan
26 Green Meadows
Sauchen
AB51 7JF
21/08/21
RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen,
Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to
the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a
road on the SW side.
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This road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from
a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of
phase 1 of the estate uses roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will
always be available when the council does not have ownership rights
over all of the route?
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent
road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)?
That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would
provide an access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the
Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is
blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw
the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly
dependent on having access on the SW side via the proposed
emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of getting to
the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the
emergency access at the NW side of phase 1).
As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having
access over a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the
planning applicant is assuming that the present and all future owners
of the private road (and the houses located on it) will tolerate the
intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the
estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY,
IMPAIRING DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on
one side of the road.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the
estate for disabled people, in contravention of the requirements of
the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a
pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those with disabilities
to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a
pavement provided on both sides.
This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting
the development of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the
whole estate more dangerous for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction
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space for the driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more
exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open
space area left in the village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground
surrounding the estate, this containing a simple path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community,
especially in the winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed
path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more
useable community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can
it be confirmed that the path will have an all-weather surface?
The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of the
planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather,
thus making it effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with
impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at
families, more than likely with multiple primary/secondary school age
children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity
issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as
effectively not their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby
Cluny Primary School to accommodate the likely number of children
generated by the additional 49 houses.
However, there are a number of significant housing developments
applied for/been approved by the council for the Cluny School
catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at
Millbank (APP/2020/2569).
These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely
place it over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity
problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into
consideration by the education department?
If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what
mitigation plans are being put in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely
require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment.
Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the
event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those
children unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
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ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will
have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting
to move to houses with additional garden space thanks to the new
Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house
buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be
concerned that prospective employers and employees, that are
essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be inspired to
move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not
reflecting their own desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK
Government for more spacious, tree lined streets
(https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautifulplaces-set-out-at-landmark-design-event).
Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will
follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect
on the village as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open
space around the estate (being waste ground), effectively forces
young children to use the park for any group activities like football.
The park is already heavily used and many in the village already
comment that its not big enough.
The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by
children effectively forces an adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when
residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the
gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous (lack of
pavements etc).
ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow
access to 91 houses (including the 49 planned here) via a single-track
road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements.
As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest culde-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement
makes it impossible to use safely by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road
adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road
_construction_consent_and_adoption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core
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Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided
on each side of the carriageway. However, if development is to one
side of the road only, the requirement for a footway on the opposite
side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are
unlikely to walk along the access road, may the requirements for any
footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not
provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that
neither condition has been met as there is no permanent pavement
on either side of the road and the sides of the road are mostly private
gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the
traffic problems the single-track section has created are forcing them
to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even
legal to do so? Does there need to be intervention from our local
MSPs/MPs on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a
proper core road access is provided to the estate via a bridge on the
SE side of the estate, in the same location as the proposed haulage
road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Lorrayne Fagan
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public objection planning application APP/2021/1688
23 August 2021 14:16:56

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

From: Maciej d Kacprzak
Sent: 23 August 2021 11:37
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Public objection planning application APP/2021/1688

Maciej kacprzak
20 bennachie gardens
Sauchen
Ab517jg
23 08 21
RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses
roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have
an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary
road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly,
would provide an access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This
would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the
flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access
on the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of
getting to the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at
the NW side of phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having
access over a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
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assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on
it) will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the
estate. Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY
ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is
forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing
those with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement
provided on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the
development of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more
dangerous for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction
space for the driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic
accident.
ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter where
the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers
etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community
feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the
path will have an all-weather surface? The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into
part of the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it
effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely
with multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already
acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses
it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses. However,
there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the
council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at
Millbank (APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely
place it over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation
plans are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon
as increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in
place in the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the childrens sake that
the ability to provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the
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council would rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education
of those children unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden
space. This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses
with additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious,
tree lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-placesset-out-at-landmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if
these amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a
whole. The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the
estate (being waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group
activities like football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment
that its not big enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by
children effectively forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with
an estate design when residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens
are too small and the road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements. As
proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely
by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_an
d_adoption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the
single-track section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary
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haulage road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do
so? Does there need to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure
compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
Maciej kacprzak
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From: Alana Brownie
Sent: 24 August 2021 13:02
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: APP/2021/1688 - Rejection Notice

Good Afternoon,
Please find attached my rejection letter for Application APP/2021/1688.
Kind Regards,
Alana Brownie
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Alana Brownie
32 Main Street
Sauchen
AB51 7JU
24/08/2021
RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwelling houses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
1: The road layout is not sufficient for the amount of traffic that will be using it. Pavement
parking is already taking place which forces pedestrians onto the road. No consideration has
been given to parents with pushchairs or disabled. There are only footpaths on the first
section of the road entering the estate.
2. Our local school Cluny Primary is nearly at capacity and Alford Academy is in the same
situation.
3. The number of dogs has increased rapidly with a negative effect on space to exercise them.
This will only get worse as the population increases. The 3 dog waste bins are all located at
the opposite end of the village. There has been no mention of providing additional dog waste
bins anywhere near the 3 phases of building.
4. Building more houses in this area would ruin the village for the residents by overly
expanding into an area that should be maintained as green space. The village does not need
expanding and should be maintained at the size it is at currently. Priority should be given to
utilising the green space as a habit for wildlife.
I strongly oppose the proposed 49 homes.
Regards,
Alana Brownie
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Planning Online
Planning
Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
25 August 2021 10:16:50
APP_2021_1688 Objection KI.docx

RE: APP/2021/1688 Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
I wish to object to the above Planning Application.
My reasons and supporting argument are as per the attached word document.
Yours faithfully,
Kenny Ironside
15 Cluny Meadows
Sauchen
Inverurie
Aberdeenshire
AB51 7JH

Item: 5
Page: 174

15 Cluny Meadows
Sauchen
Inverurie
Aberdeenshire
AB51 7JH
24th August 2021
RE: APP/2021/1688 Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regards to the planning proposal indicated above, I wish to strongly object to the Planning
Application. My objections and concerns are linked to a number of issues as highlighted in the
below.
ISSUE 1  PHASE 1 DESIGN AND PHASE 2 PLANNING OBJECTIONS
Phase 1 Cluny Meadows consists of 21 houses. Prior to Phase 1 Cluny Meadows being built,
it was found that a sewer ran along the back on the houses on Main Street, and therefore this
required that the majority of houses on Cluny Meadows being physically built further
North/North East, thus physically limiting and restricting the space available, than originally
envisaged, for the construction of the access street itself. In its physical construction, Phase
1 Cluny Meadows street meets the requirements as a Housing Road as per Aberdeenshire
Council Standards for Road Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015
for the length of the first three houses only. Thereafter, the street narrows through a clearly
defined crossing/traffic calming entrance way feature into a shared surface, with traffic
calming measures, traffic flow-ways and landscaping which can only fit with the definition of a
Home Zone and a Shared Surface as per Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road
Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015. Aberdeenshire Council
Standards for Road Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015 also
states that a Home Zone should be designed for circa 20 houses (of which Cluny Meadows
Phase 1 actually meets this requirement) and NOT be used for through traffic, which has
clearly been breached due to Phase 2 access and proposed further access for Phase 3 will
further breach this Planning and Design Standard also.
Question 1: What is the road classification of Cluny Meadows Phase 1 when its
construction consent and subsequently adopted was given by Aberdeenshire Council?
As a resident of Cluny Meadows, built as part Phase 1 of this overall development, I and many
other local residents raised objections to the planning application for Phase 2 which was for
the erection of a further 27 houses. Unfortunately, the planning objection concerns raised by
many of the local residents were wholly put aside by the councillors on the planning approval
board. I sat in on the planning session in the chambers in Gordon House, Inverurie and was
rather disappointed how ALL planning objections for Phase 2 were glossed over and brushed
aside and a general statement was made that since planning for Phase 1 was long passed
then this did not constitute any precedence or have any regard to the planning approval for
Phase 2 despite the Health and Safety and other concerns raised by the multiple objecting
residents. It was also decided that a councillors site visit was not required despite the local
residents significant and pertinent planning objections.
Question 2: I request a councillors site visit to be undertaken and local residents
engaged and given the opportunity to raise their health and safety and other concerns
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directly with the pertinent councillor and planning officials and a walk around the
various sites undertaken?
In my humble opinion this was a very unprofessional and unfounded statement with little to no
regard to the planning objections raised or the health and safety concerns or regard to the
street physical constraints raised to the proposal to use Cluny Meadows as accessway for a
further 27 houses daily vehicular traffic and delivery and service vehicles access, let alone the
very heavy volume of construction traffic.
Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01
 22 Dec 2015 also states that a Housing Road allows access for up to only 49 houses and
that if any subsequent access to further houses, taking the housing total to 50 houses or above
were to be made then a second permanent access road shall be provided. There a few points
to highlight here:













Phase 1 Cluny Meadows is a Home Zone and cannot be considered as any other
design of road as per outlined in the Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road
Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015
Phase 2 of 27 houses, access given through Phase 1 Cluny Meadows, does not
physically make or upgrade Phase 1 Cluny Meadows suddenly to a Housing Road
Phase 2 street design does not meet Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road
Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015 as a Housing Road,
and sits somewhere in limbo between a Home Zone and a Housing Road
Phase 3 of 49 houses, access given through Phase 1 Cluny Meadows and Phase 2,
does not physically make Phase 1 Cluny Meadows and Phase 2 suddenly a Core Road
Phase 3 street design does not meet Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road
Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015 as a Housing Street
or Core Road, and sits somewhere in limbo between a Home Zone and a Housing
Road
Pushing increasing amounts of traffic through Phase 1 Cluny Meadows, which is akin to
pushing air through the neck of a balloon, where the neck cannot grow in dimensions,
but the balloon is ever increasing in size, thus incurring ever increasing vehicular traffic
pressure on the neck of the balloon  we all know what happens where you over
inflate a balloon? This Phase 2 and Phase 3 planning is clearly in multiple breaches of
Aberdeenshire Council and National planning policies and standards.
Phase 3 does not propose any permanent second road access to built  emergency
access is proposed down a private track which I understand is un-adoptable under
Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue
C.01  22 Dec 2015. The separate planning proposal APP/2021/1690 for the erection of
a temporary bridge for construction traffic should be expanded to be a full time and
permanent design, built to the relevant standards and meeting minimal flood impact to
the surrounding area. This second road accessway MUST be built not only from an
Aberdeenshire Council internal planning policy and standard point or view but also from
a health and safety point of view to alleviate vehicular traffic pressure and volume on
Phase 1 Cluny Meadows and most importantly from an emergency access perspective.

Question 3: I request that the temporary bridge proposed under planning proposal
APP/2021/1690 should be considered to be designed and constructed to provide a full
time and permanent second road accessway to service the Phase 2 and Phase 3
developments. Cost of same should not determine the decision on this as it is only a
matter of time and statistics before someone is either run down or a fatality occurs if
we continue increasing vehicular traffic volumes and pressure down a street that is
clearly not physically capable of supporting large volumes of traffic on health and
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safety grounds? The cost of a permanent bridge should not be used in lieu of health
and safety.
I therefore challenge that the planning for Phase 2 was faulted and negligent to Aberdeenshire
Councils own internal policy and standards which are derived from national polices and
standards. I would also challenge that planning consent for Phase 3 is in even greater fault
and it is clear that Aberdeenshire Council intend to further default on their internal policy and
standards and further breach Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction
Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015 requirements by proposing another 49
houses worth of daily vehicular traffic and delivery and service vehicles through Phase 1 Cluny
Meadows and Phase 2 where the streets are not fit for these large vehicular traffic pressure,
volumes and frequency of same.
With Phase 2 and Phase 3 housing developments, this is in effect 76 houses worth of vehicular
traffic and delivery and service vehicles access on a daily basis up and down Cluny Meadows
Phase 1 which being a Home Zone and Shared Surface is a significant health and safety
risk due to its Shared Surface design, physical parameters, problematic for shared users etc.
Existing residents cant even to wash their car in the driveway or cut their front grass without
stepping onto the street, and clearly doesnt even come close to meeting any definition in
Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01
 22 Dec 2015.
I fail to comprehend how planning for Phase 2 was passed, let alone how a further planning
application for Phase 3 and a further 49 houses (which is the equivalent of Phase 1 and Phase
2 combined) can viably be considered, where Aberdeenshire Council policy and standards
have clearly been breached on multiple grounds, and continue to do so, with no thought other
than the goal of meeting housing targets for the area, and with no consideration of health and
safety and the increasing pressure being put on other local amenities and local resources.
Question 4: I therefore put the above technical challenges and clear inconsistencies
and breaches of internal planning polices and standards, in particular to the
requirements stated in Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction
Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015 that have been breached or intended
to be further breached on multiple fronts for Phase 1, Phase 2 and proposed Phase 3,
and request Aberdeenshire Council to fully justify with full documentation back up how
they believe utilisation of Phase 1 Cluny Meadows and Phase 2 for further access to
Phase 3 development is acceptable on Health and Safety and all other pertinent factors
& restrictions?
ISSUE 2  ACCESS TO PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ESTATE VIA PHASE 1 CLUNY
MEADOWS (EXISTING HOME ZONE AND SHARED SURFACE)
Further to the above items highlighted in Issue 1. I believe this is a significant breach in
Aberdeenshire Council internal policy and standards as well as not coming close to national
standards from which local standards are derived. This borders on the illegal if not in actual
breach of planning laws and regulations.
It is incredible that Aberdeenshire Council still considers it acceptable to allow access to a
further 79 houses (27 in Phase 2 and a further 49 in Phase 3) via, which is in effect a singletrack road in Phase 1 Cluny Meadows, which has no pavements, other than the first short
section that would fall loosely under the definition of a Housing Road in Aberdeenshire
Council Standards for Road Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015
and where the remainder of Cluny Meadows can only be considered a Home Zone and a
Shared Surface for circa 20 houses and NOT to be utilised as through road as also defined
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in the above Aberdeenshire Council Standard. As currently proposed, this must make the
estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland. Im absolutely convinced there is no
other like this in Scotland and also one which uses an effective single track Shared Surface
street where residents have to walk on the road to wash their car, take shopping out of the
boot of their car or to cut their grass which poses an incredible and it seems, unrecognised
health and safety risk. As an existing resident of Cluny Meadows, where my driveway abuts
directly onto the Shared Surface, you cannot hear oncoming cars when you have a garden
mower going or a pressure washer going and this is totally unacceptable from a health and
safety perspective and other Human Factors.
Additionally, the road is an aberration as the lack of pavements makes it impossible to use
safely by disabled people or children and other users of the Shared Surface of Cluny
Meadows.
It clearly and directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and
requirements  see Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction Consent and
Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015.
If you interpret the above Standard as written, to allow the use of Phase 1 Cluny Meadows as
an access way for Phase 2 vehicular traffic, and also now the proposed Phase 3 vehicular
traffic, this would indicate that Phase1 Cluny Meadows would have to have been designed as
a Core Road (Pg45). Key points of Core Roads, Housing Roads and Home Zones are
laid out below.
Core Road Definition (Pg45)
A CORE ROAD may function as a collector road linking a LOCAL DISTRIBUTOR ROAD to
a number of HOUSING ROADS and/or HOME ZONES. It may act as a housing road in its
own right with frontage access to dwellings. No more than three hundred dwellings in total
may be served by a CORE ROAD.
Where a CORE ROAD is not a loop and serves more than 50 but less than 100 dwellings,
an emergency access route must be provided.
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Housing Road Definition (Pg47)
HOUSING ROADS give access to dwellings and therefore provide the links between these
dwellings and LOCAL DISTRIBUTOR ROADS either directly or via CORE ROADS.
HOUSING ROADS can serve up to 50 properties.

Home Zone Definition (Pg48)
HOME ZONES are residential streets in which the road space is shared between drivers of
motor vehicles and other road users, with the wider needs of residents (including people who
walk and cycle, and children) in mind. The aim is to change the way that streets are used and
to improve the quality of life in residential streets by making them places for people, not just
for traffic. Changes to the layout of the street should emphasise this change of use, so that
motorists perceive that they should give informal priority to other road users.
A normal HOME ZONE will include a combination of the following features:
a) A shared surface  this a key consideration and basis for my objection
b) Indirect traffic routes
c) Areas of planting
d) User friendly street furniture, i.e. seats or play equipment
e) Entrance/Exit Gateways
f) Appropriate signage and lighting.
The key aim to be achieved by the creation of a HOME ZONE is to turn a residential street
into a valued space, not just a place for movement.
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It should be noted that a HOME ZONE is NOT suitable for through traffic. The design of a
HOME ZONE should actively discourage through traffic.  Phase 1 Cluny Meadows is
designed in this manner but is not fully utilised correctly with a through road.
The number of houses served by a HOME ZONE should be around 20.  Phase 1 Cluny
Meadows is designed in this manner.
A HOME ZONE can take the form of streets, squares, courtyards or culs-de-sac. It is the
buildings, trees, planting and surface treatments that should define the HOME ZONES
spaces, rather than conventional kerb edges and carriageway widths.  Phase 1 Cluny
Meadows is designed in this manner.
Each HOME ZONE should be unique, depending on the building heights, setbacks, its overall
architectural character and the communitys use of the street. It is unlikely that all this can be
achieved within an overall width of less than 8 metres. Designs must incorporate sufficient
space for vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists, services, and leisure activities to coexist.  Phase 1
Cluny Meadows is designed in this manner  not sure about the 8m width however?
It is important that vehicle drivers are aware that they are entering the HOME ZONE area.
This can be achieved by the construction of a gateway feature at the entrance to the HOME
ZONE.  Phase 1 Cluny Meadows has such an entrance feature.
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However, as it is clearly observable from the above, Phase1 Cluny Meadows is not a Core
Road or not even a Housing Road as defined in the above standard and as laid out above.
Phase 1 Cluny Meadows can only fit physically with the definition of a Home Zone and a
Shared Surface and cannot be considered as any other form of street should not be used
beyond its design and physical capabilities as it currently is being utilised out with these
parameters.
Were councillors and planning officials to actually visit the site and observe the physical makeup of Phase 1 Cluny Meadows (as requested in Question 2 above), its obvious that none of
the Standard defined design requirements and conditions been met for either utilising Phase1
Cluny Meadows as through access and beyond local and national standards and guidance on
a Shared Surface let alone the physical design and layout of Phase 2 and Phase 3
developments.
ISSUE 3  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for Phase 3, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road. Currently
emergency access is opposite the third house in Cluny Meadows and if the Shared Surface
is blocked from the 4th house or further down the street then there is no emergency access to
all remaining Phase 1 and Phase 2 houses currently. This is a huge Health and Safety and
Human Factors risk.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of Phase 1 Cluny Meadows of
the estate uses roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available
when the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? It would be better to
have an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary
road/bridge (APP/2021/1690) and also meet the Aberdeenshire Council Standard for second
road accessway for any development of 50 house and over. That road would be adopted by
the council, and importantly, would provide an access to the estate from the NE side, opposing
side, over the Cluny Burn. This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is
blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in January 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 4  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access
on the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of
getting to the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at
the NW side of phase 1). This pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over
a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located
on it) will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the
estate.
Local residents on Phase 1 Cluny Meadows cannot physically get to a path without walking a
significant portion along Cluny Meadows Shared Surface area and are at increasing risk of
being knocked down or becoming a fatality. Statistically speaking, if we continue to push
greater volumes of vehicular traffic pressure down a street design only ever as a Shared
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Surface then we are not far away from a serious near-term risk of having someone seriously
injured or killed.
As an existing resident of Phase 1 Cluny Meadows, I have observed the significant increase
in vehicular and construction traffic to the street. I have personally almost been wiped out on
two occasions by speeding vehicles, well over the 20mph speed limit, as I came around the
back of my car parked in the driveway, where luckily, I didnt step directly into the street.
Imagine this was a child running out between two parked cars  they wouldnt stand a chance.
Question 5 : Can councillors live with this on pedestrian fatality risk their conscience?
Question 6 : Can the speed limit on Phase 1 Cluny Meadows be reduced further and
improved signage put up to slow traffic down further to reduce the above risk?
ISSUE 5  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRED
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for pavements on one side of the road. This
design doesnt meet the requirements for a Core Road or even a Housing Road and sits in
limbo between a Housing Road and Home Zone, I suspect in an effort to cram in as many
houses as possible.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people,
in contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as
is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for at least half of the houses,
thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there
been a pavement provided on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any
way promoting the development of an inclusive and safe estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more
dangerous for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less
reaction space for the driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a
traffic accident.
This seems to pale into insignificance with regards to the fact that there are no pavements on
Phase 1 Cluny Meadows as it is a Shared Surface in design and even less friendly or suitable
for disabled access. However, it seems acceptable from an Aberdeenshire Council planning
perspective, to use this Shared Surface as an access road for Phase 2 and now Phase 3
increasing levels of vehicular traffic pressure, volumes and frequencies of vehicles, despite its
design being for shared access only for multiple users and should discourage vehicular access
and encourage cycle and pedestrian access with no through access and fully in breach of
Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01
 22 Dec 2015.
ISSUE 6  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in
the village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a
simple path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog
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walkers, joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more
useable community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the
path will have an all-weather surface  the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts
into part of the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus
making it effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 7  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely
with multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already
acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly
dismisses it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School
to accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses.
However, there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved
by the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33
houses at Millbank (APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary
roll and likely place it over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford
Academy).
Question 7 : Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration
by the education department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over
capacity, what mitigation plans are being put in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require building
development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic environment.
Question 8 : Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to provide
them with a fit education is put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the process
deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating during
this reaction phase.
ISSUE 8  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for Phase 3, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden
space. This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to
houses with additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home Working regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer, but the council should be concerned that
prospective employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are
not going to be inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not
reflecting their own desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious,
tree lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-placesset-out-at-landmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that
if these amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
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The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate
(being waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities
like football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that
its not big enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by
children effectively forces an adult to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong
with an estate design when residents cannot let their children play next to their house as the
gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 9  FLOOD RISK, NEED FOR ALTERNATIVE ACCESS TO SAUCHEN
The community council has highlighted to the council a number of times that the flood risk
resulting from the new development has been significantly understated. A lot of this is down
to the unwillingness of the interested parties to take on board the experiences of actual
residents of the village. In particular, I need to highlight the flooding event that took place in
January 2016. This saw the village cut off from access to Aberdeen due to flooding at the
bridge in the village and also at the bridge crossing the Cluny Burn on the A944. Thus, anyone
requiring emergency medical treatment, for example, would have been in serious trouble as
timely access to the hospital would have been impossible. I would contend that the
construction of a new permanent bridge and access road would significantly reduce this risk
in a new flooding event, as it would provide an alternative access to the estate from the NE
side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn.
I am absolutely convinced that the flood risk and the increased pressure of houses being built
on the floodplain zone have not been studied in recent detail and any previous studies,
calculations and opinion are now outdated.
I believe this is exacerbated by the increasing effects of global warming and increased rainfall.
I wasnt in my house for even one year, before the floodplain flooded to a significant level in
January 2016 and that was a 1 in a 200-year event. Houses that had never flooded in 25 years
flooded that night. I well believe the houses in Phase 2 nearest the Cluny Burn are going to
get wet upon the next flood event and even with their foundations designed to take water. I
wouldnt want to be the homeowner watching the water rise towards my house there. The
water level was well up the embankment behind my house on that event.
I would doubt that SEPA would approve further houses and I see this has been implied in your
own internal communications in Planning Application APP/2021/1690 Full Planning
Permission for Formation of Temporary Haul Road and Bridge at Land At Cluny Greens, Cluny
Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire:
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Question 9 : I would therefore challenge Aberdeenshire Council to re-visit the flood
assessment and validity for the 1 in 200 year plus climate change floodplain which may
have to be redrawn to encapsulate an increased area and higher ground levels?
CONCLUSION
Bottom line is that all the above items MUST be given due health and safety consideration, indepth and further technical, design and planning law and regulation consideration before any
further planning applications are approved. There are so many breaches of internal and
national planning policy and standards that have been freely, blatantly and unhinderedly
sanctioned up to this point in time, that now we find ourselves in the position where the risks
to people and property are totally unacceptable. It is staggering that Aberdeenshire Council
have overlooked and set aside previous planning objections and have bounded ahead in their
relentless campaign to meet housing targets without any appreciation of the impact, effect and
pressure they are putting on existing residents and local amenities and facilities which are
already at bursting point. A second accessway road MUST be built regardless of the way
ahead in order to take the traffic pressure, volume a frequency off of Phase1 Cluny Meadows
as it is not physically designed for such volumes of vehicular traffic, not to mention emergency
vehicle access and also to meet Aberdeenshire Council Standards for Road Construction
Consent and Adoption - Issue C.01  22 Dec 2015, of which requirements have been ignored
and breached on multiple fronts, bordering on the illegal. This second accessway road can
only be across a permanent bridgeway across the Cluny Burn. Flood assessments and
supporting studies MUST be re-run and re-validated as the consequences of getting these
crucial facts wrong, for ALL local Sauchen and surrounding area residents, not only
Phase1 Cluny Meadows residents, is unthinkable and very unwelcome.
Yours faithfully,
Kenny Ironside
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
25 August 2021 14:26:41

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

Sent: 25 August 2021 13:08
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Public Objection  Planning Application APP/2021/1688
Dr Graham Johnson
Sauchen House
Sauchen
Inverurie
AB51 7JP
22/08/2021
RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues. The first seven issues have already been highlighted
by others, but I have repeated them below for completeness.
ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This
road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road. In contrast, the
emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses roads wholly owned
by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when
the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have
an emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary
road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly,
would provide an access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This
would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the
flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
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ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access
on the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of
getting to the park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at
the NW side of phase 1).
As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is
assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on
it) will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY
ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses,
thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there
been a pavement provided on both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any
way promoting the development of an inclusive estate community. In addition, the lack of
pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the driver and the
child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.
ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path. This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter
where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community
feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the
path will have an all-weather surface? The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into
part of the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it
effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely
with multiple primary/secondary school age children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but
somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not their problem. They also comment that There
is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to accommodate the likely number
of children generated by the additional 49 houses. However, there are a number of significant
housing developments applied for/been approved by the council for the Cluny School catchment
area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank (APP/2020/2569). These will add
significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over capacity (plus exacerbating
the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy). Have these additional developments been
fully taken into consideration by the education department? If so, as they are knowingly placing
the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans are being put in place by the education
department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require building
development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic environment. Would
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it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to provide them with a fit education is put
in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the
process deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need educating
during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden
space. This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses
with additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime. Thus, this
development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment. This is a
commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements. The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK
Government for more spacious, tree lined streets
(https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate
(being waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities
like football. The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its
not big enough. The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children
effectively forces an adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents cannot let their
children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is too dangerous
(lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements. As
proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland. That road
is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely by
disabled people or children. It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road
adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_an
d_adoption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45). A Core Road thus
must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the
carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a
footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated
footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the
access road, may the requirements for any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither condition has been
met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are
mostly private gardens. The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the
traffic problems the single-track section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant
cost, a temporary haulage road. How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it
even legal to do so? Does there need to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to
ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
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provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the
proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
In addition In would like to point out the following issues:ISSUE 8 - FLOODING
Whilst this issue has been highlighted before there is little evidence that it has been adequately
addressed by either the developer or the planning department.
The 1 in 200 year flood map used by Kirkwood Homes shows Park Villa on main street not to fall
within the flood risk zone, yet this property was flooded during the floods of 2015/16. This
indicates that the current flood risk assessment is likely to be out of date and needs to be
revised.
Note that the risk of flooding to the houses being planned in the new development is not the
only aspect of flooding that needs to be considered. The expansion of housing in Sauchen
increases the speed of run off water to the Cluny Burn, increasing flood risk not only to other
properties in the village but also to areas downstream, such as Kemnay.
The above comments are consistent with those made in the Aberdeenshire Proposed Local
Development Plan 2021  Consideration of Main Issues Report Submissions which states:ISSR006 Flood Protection: The Proposed Local Development Plan has policies for flood protection
and does not promote development in areas that may flood. Risk exists that predictions on flood
extents are underestimated, or new areas of flood arise.
ISSUE 9 HEALTH
I note that NHS Grampian has been consulted on this development and has commented as
follows:NHS Grampian would require Developer Obligations to contribute towards increasing capacity at
health facilities in Kemnay or other such facilities that serve this development.
Assurance should be obtained from the developer that these obligations would be met in an
adequate and timely manner before the development is allowed to go ahead.
ISSUE 9  ASSESSMENT AND MANAGEMENT OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Whilst from a practical perspective it is understandable that the housing development in
Sauchen is carried out in a phased manner, the assessment of impacts, and hence the developer
obligations to mitigate them, should be carried out on the development as a whole rather than
on the incremental impacts of each individual phase. This avoids significant impacts being
overlooked or trivialised by salami slicing the overall development into a series of minor
developments. Thus, in the current case the existing and proposed developments in Sauchen
have cumulative impacts on a number of aspects, some of which are included above, such as
school roles, flooding and loss of community recreational areas.
It should be noted that the principle of considering a phased development as a whole is included
in the Guidance on The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(Scotland) Regulations 2011 which states:57. For the purposes of determining whether EIA is required, a particular planning application
should not be considered in isolation if, in reality, it is properly to be regarded as an integral part
of an inevitably more substantial development . In such cases, the need for EIA must be
considered in respect of the total development.
The need to undertake an EIA is a council requirement, as stated I its guidance on planning
applications:If your proposal is likely to have an impact on the environment, you will need to carry out an
Environmental Impact Assessment before you apply.
It follows that the scope of this EIA (and, by implication, other necessary assessments) should be
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all phases of the development, not a single phase.
Regards
Dr Graham Johnson
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public Objection-Planning application APP/2021/1688
26 August 2021 10:20:10

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

From: Brian Frase
Sent: 25 August 2021 19:09
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Cc
Subject: Public Objection-Planning application APP/2021/1688

Brian Fraser
The Linton
Sauchen
AB51 7LF

25-AUGUST-2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to concur & add my name
& object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.
ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW
side.
This road however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private
road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the
estate uses roads wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be
available when the council does not have ownership rights over all of the route?
Would it not be better to have an emergency access via a permanent road link in
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the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge (APP/2021/1690)?
That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn.
This would provide a redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by
flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan 2016 which saw the village cut-off.
ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on
having access on the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by
far the quickest way of getting to the park (the next available option being a long
walk up to the emergency access at the NW side of phase 1).
As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a
private road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning
applicant is assuming that the present and all future owners of the private road
(and the houses located on it) will tolerate the intense pedestrian usage that will
ensue after the completion of the estate.
Have they gotten any written legal guarantees of this?
ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING
DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the
road.
I would argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for
disabled people, in contravention of the requirements of the Disability
Discrimination Act 1995.
The layout as is forces people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half
of the houses, thus exposing those with disabilities to traffic which would not have
been the case had there been a pavement provided on both sides.
This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the
development of an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate
more dangerous for young children.
The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic
accident.
ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area
left in the village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate,
this containing a simple path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for
any dog walkers, joggers etc.
Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be
confirmed that the path will have an all-weather surface?
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The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of the planned
estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it
effectively inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.
ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more
than likely with multiple primary/secondary school age children.
The planning applicant already acknowledges that there is a capacity issue at Alford
Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny
Primary School to accommodate the likely number of children generated by the
additional 49 houses.
However, there are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been
approved by the council for the Cluny School catchment area, the most significant
one being the 33 houses at Millbank (APP/2020/2569).
These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it over
capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the
education department?
If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department?
These plans need to be enacted soon as increasing capacity will likely require
building development, which will take years to put in place in the current economic
environment.
Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to provide them with a
fit education is put in place first?
As it stands, it looks like the council would rather react after the event, and in the
process deliberately impair the education of those children unlucky enough to need
educating during this reaction phase.
ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have
minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to
houses with additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work
regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the
moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned
that prospective employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in
the future, are not going to be inspired to move/live in the area when the new
estates being built are not reflecting their own desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for
more spacious, tree lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/visionfor-building-beautiful-places-set-out-at-landmark-design-event).
Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these amendments are
passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village
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as a whole.
The lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the
estate (being waste ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for
any group activities like football.
The park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its
not big enough.
The park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children
effectively forces an adult to be present.
There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents
cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and
the road plan is too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).
ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91
houses (including the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has
no permanent pavements.
As proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in
Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible
to use safely by disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and
requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_constructio
n_consent_and_adoption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of
the carriageway. However, if development is to one side of the road only, the
requirement for a footway on the opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only
where there is a segregated footpath system, and it can be demonstrated that
pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the access road, may the requirements for
any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither
condition has been met as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the
road and the sides of the road are mostly private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic
problems the single-track section has created are forcing them to propose, at
significant cost, a temporary haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so?
Does there need to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure
compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core
road access is provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the
same location as the proposed haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).
Regards
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Brian Fraser
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public Objection - Planning Application APP/2021/1688
26 August 2021 10:20:36
Colin Kerr - Sauchen Estate Plan Objection.pdf

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

From: Colin Kerr
Sent: 25 August 2021 22:53
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Public Objection - Planning Application APP/2021/1688
Re: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and associated infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, please find attached my letter of objection.
Regards,
Colin Kerr
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Colin Kerr
4 Cluny Meadows
Sauchen
Inverurie
AB51 7JH
25th August 2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.

ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This road
however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses roads
wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when the
council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan 2016
which saw the village cut-off.

ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of getting to the
park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side of
phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private
road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is assuming
that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it) will tolerate
the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have they gotten
any written legal guarantees of this?
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ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those with
disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided on
both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of
an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.

ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the village,
leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter where the
lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers etc. Is there
a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface? The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.

ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses. However, there
are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council for the
Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
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rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.

ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being waste
ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like football. The
park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its not big enough. The
park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces an adult
to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents
cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is
too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).

ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including the
49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements. As
proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely by
disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the carriageway.
However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a footway on the
opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated footpath system, and it
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can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the access road, may the
requirements for any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither condition has been met
as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are mostly
private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does there need
to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the proposed
haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).

Regards
Colin Kerr
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Claire Penman on behalf of Planning
Planning Online
FW: Public Objection - Planning Application APP/2021/1688
26 August 2021 10:21:10
Jacqueline Lornie - Sauchen Estate Plan Objection.pdf

Hi
Please can you log this as a rep for the above application.
Thanks
Claire

From: Jacqueline Lornie
Sent: 25 August 2021 23:01
To: Planning <planning@aberdeenshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Public Objection - Planning Application APP/2021/1688
Re: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and associated infrastructure
Phase 3 at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, please find attached my letter of objection.
Regards,
Jacqueline Lornie

Sent from my iPhone
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Jacqueline Lornie
4 Cluny Meadows
Sauchen
Inverurie
AB51 7JH
25th August 2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.

ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This road
however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses roads
wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when the
council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan 2016
which saw the village cut-off.

ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependent on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of getting to the
park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side of
phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private
road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is assuming
that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it) will tolerate
the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have they gotten
any written legal guarantees of this?
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ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those with
disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided on
both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of
an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.

ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove the last large open space area left in the village,
leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple path.
This is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the winter where the
lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers, joggers etc. Is there
a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface? The current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.

ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses. However, there
are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council for the
Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to
provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
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rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.

ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being waste
ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like football. The
park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its not big enough. The
park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces an adult
to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents
cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is
too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).

ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to 91 houses (including the
49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements. As
proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely by
disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road requiring to be a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the carriageway.
However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a footway on the
opposite side of the road may be relaxed. Only where there is a segregated footpath system, and it

Item: 5
Page: 204

can be demonstrated that pedestrians are unlikely to walk along the access road, may the
requirements for any footway be waived.
And in addition (p45, Section 12.5. Verges)
A 2 metre wide verge will be required whenever a footway is not provided.
Were you to actually visit the site and see the road, its obvious that neither condition has been met
as there is no permanent pavement on either side of the road and the sides of the road are mostly
private gardens.
The developer already knows its not an acceptable access road as the traffic problems the singletrack section has created are forcing them to propose, at significant cost, a temporary haulage road.
How can the council openly flout their own rules on this? Is it even legal to do so? Does there need
to be intervention from our local MSPs/MPs on this to ensure compliance?
The best and only safe solution is to remodel the estate such that a proper core road access is
provided to the estate via a bridge on the SE side of the estate, in the same location as the proposed
haulage road and bridge (APP/2021/1690).

Regards
Jacqueline Lornie
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David Halliday
13 Cluny Meadows
Sauchen
AB517JH
26th August 2021

RE: APP/2021/1688
Erection of 49 Dwellinghouses and Associated Infrastructure
Phase 3 Land at Cluny Greens Cluny Meadows, Sauchen, Aberdeenshire
Dear Sir/Madam,
With regard to the planning proposal given above, I wish to object to the plan.
My objection is linked to a number of issues.

ISSUE 1  EMERGENCY ACCESS TO ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, emergency access is supposed to be via a road on the SW side. This road
however links into, and is wholly dependent on, access from a private road.
In contrast, the emergency access road located at the NW side of phase 1 of the estate uses roads
wholly owned by the council.
How can you guarantee in perpetuity that this emergency access will always be available when the
council does not have ownership rights over all of the route? Would it not be better to have an
emergency access via a permanent road link in the area of the proposed temporary road/bridge
(APP/2021/1690)? That road would be adopted by the council, and importantly, would provide an
access to the estate from the NE side, opposing side, of the Cluny Burn. This would provide a
redundancy option in case the main road is blocked by flooding, as in the flooding event in Jan 2016
which saw the village cut-off.

ISSUE 2  PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE ESTATE
In the plan for the estate, pedestrian access to the estate is highly dependant on having access on
the SW side via the proposed emergency access  that being by far the quickest way of getting to the
park (the next available option being a long walk up to the emergency access at the NW side of
phase 1). As in issue 1, this pedestrian access is wholly dependent on having access over a private
road.
Again, this raises the point about ensuring access in perpetuity as the planning applicant is assuming
that the present and all future owners of the private road (and the houses located on it) will tolerate
the intense pedestrian usage that will ensue after the completion of the estate. Have they gotten
any written legal guarantees of this?
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ISSUE 3  PROVISION OF PAVEMENTS ON ONE SIDE OF ROAD ONLY, IMPAIRING DISABILITY ACCESS
In the plan for the estate, provision is only given for a pavement on one side of the road. I would
argue that this impairs significantly the safe access to the estate for disabled people, in
contravention of the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995. The layout as is forces
people to cross over the road to access a pavement for half of the houses, thus exposing those with
disabilities to traffic which would not have been the case had there been a pavement provided on
both sides. This direct impediment to the disabled is not in any way promoting the development of
an inclusive estate community.
In addition, the lack of pavement on one side of the road makes the whole estate more dangerous
for young children. The removal of the pavement results in there being less reaction space for the
driver and the child, thus leaving the latter much more exposed to a traffic accident.

ISSUE 4  PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE
The application as proposed will effectively remove one of the last open space areas left in the
village, leaving just a thin strip of waste ground surrounding the estate, this containing a simple
path.
Being unlit, this is effectively useless space for most of the estate community, especially in the
winter where the lack of lighting makes the proposed path potentially unsafe for any dog walkers,
joggers etc. Is there a possibility of adding some lighting to make the path a more useable
community feature?
In addition, although the path is prominently shown in the plans, can it be confirmed that the path
will have an all-weather surface  the current one (which will need realigned as it cuts into part of
the planned estate) is just a dirt track that is very muddy in wet weather, thus making it effectively
inaccessible for those disabled/with impaired mobility.

ISSUE 5  EDUCATION PROVISION
It is obvious from the proposal that this estate is aimed primarily at families, more than likely with
multiple primary/secondary school age children. The planning applicant already acknowledges that
there is a capacity issue at Alford Academy but somewhat flippantly dismisses it as effectively not
their problem.
They also comment that There is sufficient capacity within the nearby Cluny Primary School to
accommodate the likely number of children generated by the additional 49 houses. However, there
are a number of significant housing developments applied for/been approved by the council for the
Cluny School catchment area, the most significant one being the 33 houses at Millbank
(APP/2020/2569). These will add significant numbers to the Cluny Primary roll and likely place it
over capacity (plus exacerbating the existing capacity problems at Alford Academy).
Have these additional developments been fully taken into consideration by the education
department? If so, as they are knowingly placing the schools over capacity, what mitigation plans
are being put in place by the education department? These plans need to be enacted soon as
increasing capacity will likely require building development, which will take years to put in place in
the current economic environment. Would it not be better for the childrens sake that the ability to
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provide them with a fit education is put in place first? As it stands, it looks like the council would
rather react after the event, and in the process deliberately impair the education of those children
unlucky enough to need educating during this reaction phase.

ISSUE 6  OVERDEVELOPMENT
From the plan for the estate, it is obvious that many of the houses will have minimal garden space.
This contrasts with the trend in the last year for house buyers wanting to move to houses with
additional garden space thanks to the new Work from Home work regime.
Thus, this development does not address the desires of a lot of house buyers at the moment.
This is a commercial risk for the developer but the council should be concerned that prospective
employers and employees, that are essential for the economy in the future, are not going to be
inspired to move/live in the area when the new estates being built are not reflecting their own
desired requirements.
The estate plan also directly contravenes the desire of the UK Government for more spacious, tree
lined streets (https://www.gov.uk/government/news/vision-for-building-beautiful-places-set-out-atlandmark-design-event). Planning is a devolved matter but you can guarantee that if these
amendments are passed in England, the Scottish government will follow suit.
The intense development of the estate also has a detrimental effect on the village as a whole. The
lack of garden space, combined with the lack of useable open space around the estate (being waste
ground), effectively forces young children to use the park for any group activities like football. The
park is already heavily used and many in the village already comment that its not big enough. The
park is also distantly remote from the estate, so safe use of it by children effectively forces an adult
to be present. There is something fundamentally wrong with an estate design when residents
cannot let their children play next to their house as the gardens are too small and the road plan is
too dangerous (lack of pavements etc).

ISSUE 7  ACCESS TO ESTATE VIA A SINGLE-TRACK ROAD IN PHASE 1
It is incredible that the council still considers it acceptable to allow access to c.80 houses (including
the 49 planned here) via a single-track road in phase 1 which has no permanent pavements. As
proposed, this must make the estate one of, if not the, biggest cul-de-sacs in Scotland.
That road is an aberration as the lack of a permanent pavement makes it impossible to use safely by
disabled people or children.
It also directly contravenes the councils own standards for road adoption and requirements.
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15035/standards_for_road_construction_consent_and_a
doption_issue_c01.pdf
That document points to the access road being a Core Road (P45).
A Core Road thus must have (again P45, Section 12.4)
A footway of at least 2.0 metres wide (Section 15) shall be provided on each side of the carriageway.
However, if development is to one side of the road only, the requirement for a footway on the
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